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LONDON, AUGUST 4, 1888. 


CURRENT TOPICS. 


THE VACATION NoTIcE was not settled up to the time of our going 
to press, but so far as we can ascertain, the variations from previous 
notices are likely to be but slight. 
court will be the 15th inst. The sitting will commence at 10.30; 
but before that hour the judge will take urgent summonses in Mr. 
Justice Noxrn’s chambers. The notice as to papers required for 
the judge will be repeated without variation. 





We necret to announce that Mr. G. E. Sxmwsr, the Deputy- 
Assistant Paymaster of the Supreme Court, died suddenly on 
Thursday morning last, the 2nd inst. In Mr. Sxuvwer the public 
has lost a valuable officer, who, by the unassuming and intelligent 
manner in which he transacted the arduous work intrusted to him, 
made himself universslly acceptable to those with whom he came 
in contact. . 





Mr. Justice Denman has wisely determined to sit in court, and 
not in chambers, for the chancery vacation business. That the 
learned judge would arrive at this decision was generally hoped 
by all who have experience of the work of the vacation. If there 
‘were nothing beyond the extent and importance of chancery ap- 
plications, it would be obviously desirable that the vacation judges 
should sit in court rather than in chambers, but the confusion and 
disorder which appear to be the necessary accompaniments of 
chamber business seem to render this course imperative. Chancery 
Court No. 2, usually occupied by Mr. Justice Norrn, will be the 
court used during the ensuing vacation. It remains for Sir James 
Hannen to settle whether he will follow the example of his 
colleague as to sitting in court. 





THE onLy consolatory reflection which occurs with regard to the 
attacks on Mr. Justice Day is that they may discourage the 
practice of turning the judges into Jacks-of-all-trades. Since the 
—— was set by the Parliamentary Elections Act, 1868, there 

been a tendency to draft off these learned persons into employ- 
ments having no connection with their office; the climax being 
reached when one of them was appointed chairman of a commission 
on questions relating to the administration of certain branches of 
the military service. There is no particular objection to the 
employment of judges in such matters as this, except the rather 
serious one that there is plenty of work of a legitimate kind always 
waiting for them, and that suitors are delayed. But the more the 
judges are kept out of the spkere of politics the better for the 
public confidence in the administration of justice. It is not so 
much the fact that judges are upright, as the fact that they are 
generally believed to be so, that is important; and every occasion 
unnecessarily given for raising the question of their fairness and 
freedom from bias is deeply to be regretted. Thechange in opinion 
as to this matter is well shewn by looking back twenty years. 
When the Parliamentary Elections Bill was introduced in 1868, it 


80} refused to part with their 


“7 | to the present state of things. 
gs} to be made on the recent unhappy incident. The im 


The first day for sitting in 





provided that the trial of election petitions should be confided to 
election commissioners to be selected from barristers of a certain 
standing. The Government of the day did not dream of plunging 
judges into the mire of politics until the House of Grennens 
vrisdiction to anything less than 
The reluctance of the Government, and the confidence 
of the whole House in the judges, afford a strange contrast 


There is one further remark 


ermine. 


sion has hitherto been that, however strong may be a judge’s 
political opinions, he may be absolutely relied on to mete out _ 


838 | justice to the men whose acts and opinions he most detests. 
assumption which underlies the attacks on Mr. Justice Day is that, 


if you can once shew that the judge has strong political senti- 
ments, you thereby shew that he is not a just judge. Now as our 
judges are largely selected from men who have sat in Parliament, 
acted as law officers of the Crown, or otherwise taken part in 
political strife, this notion, if it should gain ground, must ulti- 
mately destroy confidence in the bench. 





A sHoRT TIME AGO we referred (ante, p. 347) to the case of 
Tarn v. Turner (ante, p. 307), in which Mr. Justice Kexewicn 
upheld the right of a lessee to redeem a mortgage on the freehold, 
and we stated our reasons for concurring in the correctness of the 
decision. The Court of Appeal has this week taken the same 
view. At first sight, indeed, there seems some reason for saying 
that the mortgage is a burden upon the freehold, and that a 
reconveyance must be made to the freeholder, while if the lessee 
loses he has only himself to thank for having taken a defective 
title. But there is no sound reason for such a doctrine, and ita 
results would be simply a sacrifice of justice inthe interests of 
apparent consistency. A very slight consideration, however, of 
the doctrine of the equity of redemption will shew that there is 
no consistency really at stake. It was originally devised that the 
mortgagee might not take advantage of the operation of the 
mortgage in giving him the legal estate, but that he should at any 
time before foreclosure be content with all that he is reully 
entitled to—namely, his money. But one of the consequences 
of his having the legal estate is, or rather was (the mortgage 
in the present case was before the Conveyancing Act, 1881), 
that the mortgagor could not grant a valid lease. What reason, 
then, can there be against allowing the lessee to cure this 
defect by treating the mortgagee exactly as he ought to be treated 
—that is, by paying him his money? In each case equity inter- 
venes to prevent the technical dealing with the legal estate which 
is incident to a mortgage from working injustice, at the same 
time taking care that the mortgagee’s real rights are fully secured. 
It is very doubtful whether this is any extension of the ordi 
doctrine of redemption, for the lessee, to the extent of his 
interest, is, as Lord Mansrrerp said in Keech v. Hall (Doug. 21), 
a purchaser for value, and so interested in the equity of redemp- 
tion ; but, assuming that it is an extension, then it is made in the 
spirit of the original doctrine, and for the purpose of preventing 
the mortgagee from making an oppressive use of his title to the 
legal estate. Any difficulty as to the reconveyance seems to be 
met by the decision of Pearce v. Morris (5 Ch. App. 227), that 
it is to be made subject to the rights of other persons interested. 


Tue Law upon the subject of assi ts of after-acquired 
euty has been tn a cagulaiy saailleh teats hehe, on a ae 
of Lords, in the recent case of The Official Receiver v. Tailby, does 
not seem to have given it that thorough re-consideration which it 

uires. It has, however, decided the point at issue between the 
two Courts of Appeal as to the objection of and has 
declined to see any difference between the above case (35 W. R. 
91, 18 Q. B. D. 25) and the case of Ooombe v. Carter (36 W. R. 
293, 36 Ch. D. 348). In the former there was an assignment, by 
way of mortgage, of all book debts which might become due to the 
mortgagor during the continuance of the security, and in the latter 
a similar assignment of all moneys to which the mortgagor might 
become entitled under any settlement or will. The —— be 
decided was whetber the — was too vague, the 
property could not be identi at the time of ussi or 
whether it was sufficient if it could be identified at the time when 
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the contract had to be enforced. The two Courts of Appeal being 
each unanimously of different opinions, the House of Lords has 
adopted the latter view. It has thus overruled the case of 
Belding v. Reid (3 H. & C. 955), upon which the doctrine of 
vagueness appears chiefly to rest, and has considerably strengthened 
the validity of ordinary assignments of future property. At the 
same time no re-examination has been made of the test for the 
validity of such assignments laid down in Holroyd vy. Marshall (10 
H. L. Cas. 191)—viz., that they must amount to a contract which 
would be specifically performed in equity. The difficulty is that 
they often refer to matters, as in the above cases, which have 
slways been supposed to be outside this equitable jurisdiction ; and 
Lord Wesrsvry, C., when he propounded the test, shewed that he 
was under a misapprehension as to its true limits. But this is a 
matter chiefly of theoretical interest ; the main result is clear— 
vis., that the objection of vagueness to assignments of future prop- 
erty, on the ground that they are too wide, or that the property is 
incapable of identification at the time of the assignment, has been 
overruled, It is sufficient now that the property should be capable 
of identification at the time when the assignment is required to 
become operative. 





Ix rue case of Hallows v. Lloyd, reported elsewhere, Mr. Justice 
Kexewicu has laid down very tersely the obligations of new trus- 
tees on undertaking their office. They are bound, he said, to 
inquire (1) of what the trust property consists ; (2) what the trusts 
are; and (3) what notices of incumbrances their predecessors had 
received. The first of these inquiries, according to the authorities, 
needs some amplification. The new trustee is not merely bound to 
make general inquiries of his predecessors or the solicitor who has 
acted for the trust estate, but to examine any documents which 
may be handed to him and find out from them the property affected 
by the trusts and the nature of the interest in such property which 
is subject to the trust. (See Youde v. Cloud, 22 W. R. 764, 18 
Eq. 634.) In that case the box containing deeds relating to the 
trust estate, which was handed to the trustee did not, as the Vice- 
Chancellor held, contain a particular deed which would have 
clearly shewn that his testator possessed an interest in certain 
property, and so the trustees’ representatives escaped liability 
on this ground; but it did contain an extract from a reco- 
very and the chirograph of a fine, which had been suffered 
and levied in pursuance of the deed; and the Vice-Chancellor 
said that, ‘“‘as he could not find any reason or excuse for the 
trustee not having done something about the recovery deed 
and the fine, whether it was worth anything or nothing, and not 
having given any particular information to the cestuis que trust, 

bill must be dismissed without costs.’’ It seems also that a 
new trustee is bound “to acquaint himself with the nature and 
particular circumstances of the property, and to take such steps as 
may be ne for the due protection of it’”’: Lewin, 8th ed., p. 
207, and the authorities there cited. With regard to the third of 
the inquiries suggested by Mr. Justice Kexrwicu, we are at a 
loss, without further information as to the judgment, to reconcile his 
statement, which seems‘» assume that this inquiry is obligatory on 
the new trustee, with the decision in Phipps v. Lovegrove (21 W. R. 
590, 16 Eq. 80). ‘I am not aware,” said Lord Justice James in 
that case, “ that it is the practice of new trustees to inquire of old 
trustees whether they have received any notice or not, and I am 

uite sure this court has never done it. I am not aware 
that it is ever done in the ordinary course of business by convey- 
ancers. I think it would introduce a new liability, very hard 
indeed upon trustees, if they are to be fixed with any consequences 
for the want of making that inquiry.” 





Mone taan two years ago, in March, 1886, the case of The 
Worth Central Wagon Oo. ¥. Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincoin- 
wire Railway Co. (34 W. R. 430, 32 Ch. D. 477) came before 
Bacon, V.0. po wees the facts were as folluws:—The Blacker 
Colliery Co. was im possession of 100 wagons belonging to the 
Sheffield Wagon Oo. under a usual bire-purchase agreement. They 
were in arrear with the payments, and £257 was still due to com- 
plete the purchase. Accordingly the North Central Wagon Co. 
was applied to for help, and it agreed to purchase the wagons for 


vendors, and £743 to the Blacker Co. Then the North Central 
Wagon Co. let the wagons upon a hiring agreement to the Blacker 
Co. for three years at a quarterly rent, so calculated that at the 
end of the time the £1,000 would just be repaid with seven per 
cent. interest. At that time the Blacker Co. was to have the right 
to repurchase at a nominal price, but upon failure to pay the rent, 
the North Central Wagon Co. could seize the wagons and terminate 
the agreement. Besides this agreement there was an invoice and 
a receipt. Upon these facts and documents Bacon, V.C, found, 
without hesitation, that there was a transaction of loan, and that 
the documents, taken together, were within the Bills of Sale Acts. 
This seemed, at the time, to be quite in accordance with Ex parte 
Odell (27 W. R. 274, 10 Ch. D. 76) and Cochrane v. Matthews (10 
Ch. D. 80n), but in the Court of Appeal a distinction was taken 
which has become of great importance. The preliminary purchase 
was carried out quite independently of the documents—i.e., of the 
invoice and receipt—and did not at all depend upon these 
for its validity. Hence the Bills of Sale Acts, which strike 
at documents, and not at transactions, had so far no effect. 
Thus there only remained the hiring agreement, which of course 
could not bea bill of sale. This reasoning is sufficiently clear, 
and, as we recently noticed (ante, p. 605), it led to Mr. Justice 
Kay sanctioning a very palpable evasion of the Bills of Sale 
Acts in Redhead v. Westwood. In the House of Lords the 
result has been the same, though hardly on the same grounds, 
The chief point taken was that the original sale was not by the 
Blacker Cv. at all, but by the Sheffield Wagon Co., and this was 
thought by Lord Macnacuren to be decisive; but he also com- 
mented a good deal upon the fact that the hire agreement bore no 


redemption reserved by it, but only a right of repurchase, which 
is very different. At the same time, he was careful to maintain 
that Hr parte Odell and Cochrane v. Matthews were rightly 
decided, inasmuch as in those the transaction of loan was quite 
clear. Our impression, upon the whole, is that it will not be quite 
so easy to evade the Acts as if this case had not gone to the 
House of Lords, but that, in spite of the strong judgment of the 
Court of Appeal, palpable transactions of loan will still be in 
danger unless the original purchase is kept very clear and 
separate. 





Tuere seems to have been, from time to time, a good deal of 
uncertainty as to the jurisdiction of the court upon an originating 
summons under R. S. C., 1883, ord. 55, r. 3. The rule provides 
that ‘any person claiming to be interested in the relief sought, as 
creditor, devisee, legatee, or as cestui que trust undr 
the trusts of any deed or instrument,” may take out an originating 
summons *‘ for such relief of the nature or kind following, as may 
by the summons be specified and as the circumstances of the case 
may require (that is to say), the determination, without an adminis- 
tration of the estate or trust, of any of the following questions or 
matters :—(a) any question affecting the rights or interests of the 
person claiming to be creditor, devisee, legatee, or cestui 
que trust -; (g) the determination of any question arising 
in the administration of the estate or trust.”” These provisions have 
been interpreted as restricted to questions arising between persons 
claiming under the trust instrument; and it has been held that 
they give no jurisdiction to the court to decide questions, either on 
the application of trustees or beneficial claimants, between persons 
claiming under the trust instrument and persons claiming adversely 
thereto. In Re Bridge (35 W. R. 663) the trustees of a will 
applied by originating summons to have it determined in what 
manner they should deal with certain property purported to be 
devised by the will of which they were trustees, but which appeared 
to have been dealt with by a deed of 1800, under which the testa- 
trix was only tenant in tail of the property. All parties were 
willing that the question should be determined on summons, but 
Mr. Justice Kay held that the court could not, on an originating 
summons, determine a question between persons claiming under a 
will and persons claiming adversely to it. In Re Gladstone, re- 
ported elsewhere, a similar question, arose before Mr. Justice Nox, 
the point being whether a particular sum, which was claimed by 
the plaintiff on behalf of himself and others, was comprised in a 
deed under which the plaintiff was a cestui gue trust. The learned 
judge held that, as the plaintiff was claiming against thé deed, the 





£1,000, Of thie, £257 went to the Sheffield Co., who were the \question could not be decided on originating summons. 
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question has been decided by the Court of Appeal, therefore, it 
will always be necessary to consider, before issuing an originating 
summons under the above rule, whether all the questions to be 
decided are between persons claiming under the trust instru- 


ment. 








MINES ROYAL. 


Waar would be the feelings of a landowner, proud of his ancestral 
domain, if he was suddenly informed that a stranger had the 
right, and intended, to open a mine in his park? Yet, owing to 
the recent discoveries of gold in Wales, this may be the fate of any 

Welsh landowner. We propose in this article to discuss shortly 
the nature of the rights of the Crown over mines royal. 

There are two kinds of mines, mines royal and base mines. 
Mines royal are those which consist of gold or silver, or of base 
metals containing gold or silver. Base mines are those which 
consist only of base metals or base substances such as copper, tin, 
lead, or coals, without any intermixture of gold or silver. 

At common law all mines royal belong to the Crown by virtue 
of its prerogative. This right of the Crown was found to be 
extremely inconvenient in the case of mines royal consisting of base 
metals containing gold or silver, as most lead contains some silver, 
and oma g some copper contains gold ; and the right of the Crown 
was found to interfere with the working of mines of this nature. 
To obviate this inconvenience it was provided by 1 W. & M. Stat. 
1, c. 30, s. 4, that ‘ No mine of copper, tin, iron, or lead shall be 
adjudged a royal mine, although gold or silver may be extracted 
out of the same.” By a subsequent Act 5 W. & M.c. 6, it is 
provided, section 2, that all proprietors of mines wherein any ore 
shall be found in which there is copper, tin, iron, or lead shall 
hold and enjoy the same notwithstanding that such mines or ore 
shall be claimed to be royal mines. Section 3 provides that their 
majesties, and all claiming royal mines under them, may have the 
ore of such mines (other than tin ore in the counties of Devon and 
Cornwall), paying to the proprietors for the same certain sums, the 
amount of which was altered by 55 Geo. 3, c. 134. 

The practical effect of these statutes is as follows:—First, a 
subject may, without licence from the Crown, work any mines of 
copper, tin, iron, or lead, notwithstanding that gold and silver may 
be extracted ; secondly, if gold or silver can be extracted from 
the ore of copper, iron, or lead wherever situated, and from the 
ore of tin in any place except the counties of Devon and Corn- 
wall, the Crown has the right of pre-emption of the ore at the 
rate fixed by 55 Geo. 3, ¢. 134. 

- By the effect of 6 & 7 Will. 4, c. 19, and 21 & 22 Vict. c. 45, 
‘all mines of gold and silver,”’ formerly.vested in the Bishop of 
Durham in right of his see, are vested in the Crown. A question 
possibly of some nicety may arise on the construction of this Act. 
It will be observed that the words of the Act are not ‘royal 
mines,’ but mines of gold and silver. It appears to follow, as the 
distinction between mines of these classes is well known to lawyers, 
that the words ‘‘ mines of gold and silver” were purposely used, 
and if this was the case it appears that the right of pre-emption 
given by the Acts above cited to persons claiming mines royal 
under the Crown remains vested in the Bishop of Durham, or the 
Ecclesiastical Commissioners in his right (though the point appears 
to be doubtful), as this right may have passed to the Crown by 
the general words in the Act. 


In the rest of this article we shall discuss the rights of the Crown 
over mines of gold and silver strictly so called. The Crown retains its 
common law prerogative over minesof this nature. The leading—and, 
in fact, the only—case of importance on the subject is Zhe Case 
of Mines (Plowd. 310). In that case the Earl of Northumberland 
received a Crown grant of waste land. Subeequently the Crown 
directed other persons to enter on that land and dig for copper 
containing gold or silver. It was decided that the latter grant 
was good. Although, by the effect of the statutes above cited, the 
Crown cannot now work, or authorize another person to work, 
mines of base metal containing gold in the lands of a subject, the 
case is a direct authority that the Crown can either work or 
authorize another to work mines of gold or silver in the lands of a 
subject. 

We ought, perhaps, to mention that Lord Hardwicke expressed 
an opinion in Lyddall y. Weston (2 Atk. 19 that there is ‘‘no 





instance where the Crown has only a bare reservation of royal 
mines, without any right of entry, that it can grant a licence to 
any person to come upon another man’s estate and dig up his soil 
and search for such mines. I am of opinion that there is no such 
power in the Crown, and likewise that, by the royal prerogative of 
mines, they have even no such power; for it would be very pre- 
— if the Crown could enter into a subject’s lands or grant a 
icence to work the mines; but, when once opened, they can 
restrain the owner of the soil from working them, and can either 
work them themselves or grant a licence for others to work them.”’ 
It should be observed that this opinion was a mere obiter dictum, 
as it was not necessary for the decision of the case, and that it was 
doubted by Sir W. Grant, M.R , in Seaman vy. Vawdrey (16 Ves., at 
p. 393), and that Lord Hardwicke’s opinion is not followed at the 
present day. 

There is a further question of great importance: Is the Crown, 
or a person working under a licence from the Crown, liable for 
damage done to the land of a subject in searching for or getting 
gold or silver? 

Two ancient Crown grants of royal mines are cited in Plowden, 
at pp. 316a and 317, in one of which it is provided that gardens 
and houses should not be entered upon, and in the other of which 
provision is made for compensation to the owner of the soil. It is 
there stated that these provisions were matters of grace, and this 
appears to be the case, for if a right to compensation existed at 
law it would not have been necessary to insert them. 

It appears by the statement in Plowden, at p. 336, that the 
Crown, or its nominees, ‘‘ can dig and carry away the ores with such 
incidents as are necessary to be used for the getting of the ore.’’ 
Probably this means that the Crown, or its nominee, can make the 
ore merchantable on the ground. This opinion is confirmed by a 
case of 18 Ed. 1, cited 2 Inst. 578, in which case nominees of the 
Crown successfully claimed the right of cutting wood for burning 
the ores and building cottages for workmen. It appears, however, 
that the right of cutting the wood only existed in respect of the 
particular mine mentioned in that case, because it was specially 

leaded (consider the grant in Plowden, 316a). On the other 
oe the right of burning the ore was not specially pleaded; it 
follows, therefore, that it exists by virtue of prerogative (consider 
the cases cited in the notes to Pomfret v. Ricroft, 1 Wms. Saund. 
$22b, and in Liford’s case, 11 Rep., at p. 52a, on the maxim, 
“ Lex est cuicunque aliquis quod concedit, concedere videtur et id 
sine quo res ipsa esse non potuit,” a maxim which is cited with 
reference to the rights of Crown over mines royal in The case of 
the King’s Prerogative in Saltpetre, 12 Rep. 12). 

There remains the question, Can the Crown, or its nominee, enter 
and dig on the mere chance of finding gold or silver? It appears, on 
the authority of the passage in Plowden just cited, that it can. It 
will be observed that, owing to the manner in which gold is distri- 
buted in the earth, the right to mine would be nugatory unless the 
owner of that right had also the right to dig without knowing that 
the gold would be found. Possibly, if the Crown or its nominee 
were to dig for gold and none were to be found, the subject might 
successfully claim compensation for damage, on the ground that the 
result shewed that no entry ought to have been made on his land, 
but we are inclined to think that this would not be the case. 

A grant by the Crown of “land” or “‘mines” does not pass 
mines of gold or silver, as the common intent of the grant is satis- 


fied by passing the base mines. Probably at the present day 
mines of metals containing gold or silver would pass. On the 


other hand, if the Crown has a mine royal in the land of A., the 
mine royal s by a grant from the Crown to a stranger of all 
mines in A.’s land, as otherwise the grant would have no effect: 
see The Case of Mines (Plowd., at p. 336a); The Oase of Alton 
Woods (1 Rep., at p. 46b) ; Wooley v. Attorney-General of Victoria 
(2 App. Cas. 163). 

A useful little pamphlet on the subject of this article has 
recently been written.* The author has stated the law with con- 
siderable accuracy; the only error that we have detected ie, that 
he states that ‘‘The Crown appears to have had the right to take 
timber for the use of the mines,” citing the case in 18 Ed. 1 
above referred to. For the reasons that we have stated, we con- 
sider that this case is a direct authority to the contrary. 





* Gold Mines in Great Britain, and the Law relating to them, by 
0. E. Munro Edwards, Barrister-at-Law. (Maxwell & Son.) 
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THE REPORT ON THE TREASURY SOLICITOR’S 
OFFICE. 


WE noticed briefly last week the report of the committee appointed 
by the Treasury to inquire into the system of conducting the legal 
business of the Government, but some further account of the evidence 
which was given will probably be interesting. It must not be sup- 
posed that the Treasury Solicitor has ever regarded himself and his 
assistants as an ordinary solicitors’ partnership doing business for a 
client with many and important interests at stake. Their theory has 
been that they exist rather to advise the various Government depart- 
ments on questions of a legal or of a politico-legal character than to 
carry out the practical work of a solicitor’s office. This idea has, of 
course, been largely due to the fact that, throughout this century at 
least, all civil business of a contentious character has been performed by 
agents—viz., by Messrs. Hare & Co. It is true that all divorce 
interventions are carried through in the office, and in these there has 
been a —_ saving. Thus 164 interventions during ten and a half 
years of the present system have cost £25,287 ; while sixty interven- 
tions in the previous five and a half years cost £33,692. And, 
further, nearly all criminal work in London is done in the office. 
But owing to the fact that no acquaintance with ordinary procedure 
has been required, and to the fact that the clients are solely Ministers 
of the Crown and their subordinates, the above theory has prevailed, 
and has led to the further notion that the best people to fill the chief 
offices are barristers. 

The Treasury Solicitor’s office, again, has never been thoroughly 
organized with a view to the duties it has to perform. Originally 
all the various departments of State had their separate solicitors, but 
as the result of an inquiry held some fifteen years ago under the 
presidency of Sir George Jessel, a policy of consolidation was intro- 
duced, and all the solicitors, with their establishments, were placed 
under the Treasury Solicitor. This accounts for the existence of the 
three assistant solicitors, who are gentlemen in a practically inde- 
pendent position, in the receipt of salaries of £1,500 a year, and 
who appear to manage the work of different State depart- 
ments. But while the efficiency of these is not in question, 
there was another consequence of the consolidation which has 
brought some discredit—perhaps undeserved—on the office. It 
was the fault of the old system that there was not enough work to 
keep the different solicitors’ offices busy, but in order to prevent the 
pensioning off of civil servants, the men already employed were, in 
most cases, brought over, and started in the Treasury Solicitor’s office 
upon their old salaries, or, where these had been earned by length of 
service, upon increased ones. Thus the staff by no means repre- 
sented the real requirements of the office, nor did its cost represent 
the amount for which the same services could have been got in the 
open market. There have also been some incidental sources of waste 
in the office, due partly to the manner in which the copying is done, 
and partly to old-fashioned methods of procedure which are to be 
found in Government offices when they have vanished elsewhere. We 
need not further refer to the total absence of shorthand and the tele- 
phone, and the only partial use of the press-copying of letters. 

ba pain then, upon which the evidence chiefly turns are the 
general theory as to the nature of the office, and the right method of 
insuring effective service at ordinary rates. The discussion of the 
pe Bem involved a good many assertions—they can hardly be 
called evidence—as to the relative qualifications of barristers and 
solicitors, and incidentally as to the sum for which persons of the 
requisite standing could be procured. Acting upon the theory that 
the functions of the Treasury Solicitor and his assistants were chiefly 
consultative, and that they had to deal with political questions and 
political persons, the officials maintained that the necessary ability 
was more likely to be found amongst barristers. Many of Mr. 
Fowler’s questions, on the other hand, were designed to shew that an 
ordinary solicitor in large practice was in the continual habit of ad- 
vising his clients on matters of importance, and that his references to 
counsel were comparatively few. We cannot help thinking that here 
he rather overstated his case, and that the assertion that such 
references do not take place more than oncé in 999 times was some- 
what of an a At the same time the officials do not seem 
to have shewn that they had any work to do more responsible than 
that of a solicitor, especially as they are in the habit of referring all 
difficult questions to the law officers. Sir Reginald Earle Welby 
certainly fortified this view when he said that the questions usually 
arising were those ‘‘ to which the answers ought to be those of a man 
of the world, tempered by legal knowledge.”” These words seem apt 
enough to describe a wel!-qualified solicitor. But Lord Lingen spoke 
still more truly when he said, ‘‘1t depends upon what the man is, 
not whether we call him a solicitor or a barrister.” 

But while little more than this can be said as to the consultative 
functions of the Treasury Solicitor, the matter is really decided by 
thé conduct of the contentious business. As is well known, this is 
carried on by Messrs, Hare & Co., and they have done it upon the 
system of half profits. These profits—out of which, by 





they have to keep up their establishment—average from £4,000 to 
£5,000 annually, a sum which, at first sight, it seems possible to save 
by doing the work in the office. It must be remembered, however, that 
the expenses of Messrs. Hare & Co. are very much less than those of 
the Treasury Solicitor's staff. This is very evident from a comparison 
between the salaries they pay their managing clerks and the sums, 
ranging from £500 to £1,200 a yeer, which are paid to persons in the 
same position at the Treasury. And even if these latter salaries are 
to be reduced, it is very unlikely that the same energy will be given to 
the work as in Messrs. Hare’s office. But upon this point another 
roposed change is important. Hitherto most of the clerks have 
Cook established civil servants, coming at eleven o’clock and going at 
five, entitled upon retirement to pensions, and only removable upon 
the report of the Treasury Solicitor for grave misconduct. These, of 
course, are not the terms of ordinary service, and the committee 
advocate a radical change in the matter, recommending that all new 
appointments shall be made as in an ordinary solicitor’s office—as, 
indeed, is now done by the Solicitor to the Board of Trade. Al- 
though, then, the working expenses cannot be expected to be as low 
as those shewn by Messrs. Hare, yet they can doubtless be reduced 
by the introduction of this new system. If it is settled, therefore, 
that the contentious business is in future to be done in the office, it 
becomes, of course, obvious that the officials shall be properly 
trained and qualified solicitors. A good deal was said as to the diffi- 
culty of getting such men at salaries of from£1,000 to £1,500 a year; 
but this was the theory of the department, and is not likely to be 
indorsed by the profession generally. At any rate, the committee 
thought that judicious advertising would produce plenty of well- 
qualified men. : 
One of the witnesses examined was Mr. C. H. Mason, the solicitor 
of the London and North-Western Railway, and he gave a number of 
interesting details as to the working of his office. The number of 


and the salaries, except in Mr. Mason’s own case, are very much 
lower. There is a difference, too, in the fact that the Government 
copying is done in the office at a cost of £2,000, instead of being sent 
to a law stationer. Allowing for this, the salaries of the Government 
office are over £19,000, while those of the railway office are £11,000, 
The latter includes one salary of £4,000, one of £1,500, and one of 
£900. The rest range from £600 to £150, and the staff includes 
thirteen admitted solicitors, six ordinary clerks, and four messengers. 
The staff of the Treasury Solicitor, on the other hand, consists of 
thirty-two persons, besides monn and copyists. But while the 
latter staff is certainly too large and too expensive, it seem impossible 
to draw any fair comparison between the two offices. The business of a 
railway company is undoubtedly of a very various character, includin 
conveyancing, litigation, and criminal prosecutions ; but there woul 
seem to be a much greater similarity in the questions there arising 
than in those which come before the Treasury Solicitor. The criminal 
work in the latter case is large, and often involves very lengthy and 
difficult proceedings; the administration of intestate’s estates and 
divorce interventions require much attention ; and the Admiralty, the 
War Office, and other departments are continual clients. But although 
certain comparisons may have been pressed too far, there is no doubt 
of the good results of the inquiry. Not a word has been said against 
the efficiency with which Messrs. Hare & Co. have done their work, 
or against the ability and industry of the heads of the Solicitor's office. 
But the evidence shews clearly the necessity of re-adjusting the 
salaries of the inferior officials, and of introducing a more complete 
control over them. Common sense says that a solicitor’s office should 
not be obliged to do by agents what is most particularly its own work. 
And the present solicitor and his assistants have admitted that a little 
of the nineteenth century may safely be introduced into the orgauiza- 
tion and working of the office. 








A house dinner of the Law Society Club was held on Friday, the 
27th ult., at the Club, Mr. John Hunter in the chair. The guests 
of the evening included the Lord Chancellor, Lord Bramwell, Mr. 
Justice North, Major-General Sir Richard Pollock, K.C.8.I., Sir Wm. 
Tindal Robertson, M.P., Sir Horace Davey, Q.C., Mr. Hugh Shield, 
Q.C., the Treasurer of Gray’s-inn, Mr. Robert Romer, Q.C., Mr. H. H. 
Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., M.P., Mr. Cutler, Q.C., Mr. Dixon Hartland, 
M.P , Mr. Registrar Hazlitt, Master Butler, Mr. Ingle Joyce, Mr. 
J. W. Hawkins, and Mr. Grinham Keen, the Vice-President of the 
Incorporated Law Society. 

In the House of Lords on Tuesday Lord Henniker announced that a 
gentleman, who was not for the firs} time a benefactor of the public in 
this direction, had ie eee to the First Commissioner to put the piece of 
ground adjoming the Royal Courts in order at his own expense, and that 
the First Commissioner of Works had consented to this, but had reserved 
to himself power to take back the whole of the ground, or any part of 
it, at any time that the ground might be required for. the public service. 
The ground would be laid out in accordance with a plan prepared by Mr, 





e€ way, \ Street, the architect of the Law Courts. 


men employed is, of course, less than in the Treasury Solicitor’s office, . 
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- a work is an attempt to supply eter 1 he 7 in the legal . ae 

sion. Every practitioner has experien i ty, after a judgment 

REVIEWS. for payment of money has been obtained, of real'zing the benefit of 
SETTLEMENTS. it. No less a difficulty is met with in enforcing compliance, whether 


A COLLECTION OF PRECEDENTS AND FORMS, WITH REFERENCES AND 
AppiTions To ‘‘A TREATISE ON THE LAW OF SETTLEMENTS” 
By Joun Savity Varzey, Barrister-at-Law. H. Sweet & Sons. 


The object of Mr. Vaizey’s book, as stated in the preface, is not to 
“furnish a large number of precedents, but only a collection of 
typical instruments, either creating settlements, or effecting any ob- 
= in aid uf their creation or maintenance or putting an end to 

em.” 

Mr. Vaizey has missed a great opportnity. No edition of Mr. 
Davidson’s Settlements has been published since the Conveyancing 
and Settled Land Acts came into operation, so that the precedents 
contained in his collection cannot be used without much modifica- 
tion, while Mr. Wolstenholme’s Precedents, admirably adapted as 
they are for ordinary use, do not contain forms which are only 
occasionally required. There was ample room for a collection con- 
taining a large variety of precedents of settlements adapted to the 
present state of the law; but as Mr. Vaizey’s precedents are of a 
somewhat unusual form, we hardly consider that they fulfil this 


y “gee 

uch skill and care have been devoted by modern conveyancers 
in shortening the common forms by omitting superfluous words, and 
in making drafts more clear by always expressing the same thing by 
the same phrase throughout the same draft. If the reader will 
compare Martin’s P: ents, perhaps the earliest published collec- 
tion of drafts in the modern form, with Mr. Wolstenholme’s 
Precedents, he will see the truth of this assertion. Mr. Vaizey, 
however, in some places adopts the old and long forms, and is not 
always careful to denote the same thing by the same expression 
throughout the same precedent. For example, at 65, 166, and 
169 he speaks of a person scised ‘‘of an estate of inheritance in fee 
simple”; at page 110 he makes a power of appointment exerciseable 
by the husband and wife “‘ by any eee or deeds, writing or writings 
sealed and delivered by them ively”; at page 166 the 
habendum runs as follows : ‘‘To have and to hold the said messueges, 
land, and hereditaments, and all other the premises either expressed 
or intended to be hereby granted.” At page 113 ‘‘ dispose” and 
li geen at pages 111, 118, and 119 ‘shall attain twenty-one” 
and ‘‘ shall live to attain twenty-one ” are used indifferently. 

The ee accustomed to use Mr. Davidson’s Precedents should 
remember that, in many cases the forms in this collection differ much 
in substance from those adopted by conveyancers of Mr. Davidson’s 
school, and that premathce’ they must be used with much caution, 
or they may produce une effects. Probably in every case 
where the forms in this collection differ in effect from those in com- 
mon use the difference has been designedly created by the author 
for the purpose of carrying out the views advocated in his excellent 
treatise on Settlements. A example of this will be found in 
the trusts of the portions term. The author gives four different 
definitions of the class of children for whom portions are provided 
out of an estate in strict settlement [see pp. 6, 43, and 55]. Perhaps 
at the present day the most usual practice is to make the portions 
vested in every child who, on attaining twenty-one, is not entitled to 
the first estate tail, a scheme which follows very closely the con- 
struction put by the court, where it is possible, on doubtful pro- 
visions of this nature made by a person in loco parentis. While the 
author gives an example of a definition of the c in this manner, 
he gives greater prominence to other definitions, one of which (at p. 
6) is more than a page in length. We ought to add that the author 
has worked out his forms with t conscientic and much 
labour and thought, and that while we hardly consider that they 
will be extensively used in ordinary practice, they will no doubt be 
of service to the accomplished conveyancer in search of variety. 

The book contains some additions to the treatise which are of 
great value. The discussion of the functions of supplemental deeds 
at page 275 et seq. is full of interest and is a valuable contribution 
to the literature of the subject. We do not, however, with the 
author in thinking that one of the functions of reci is that of 
enabling the draftsman to frame aright the operative part of his 
deed. On the other hand, we consider that no recitals should be 
inserted except such as are necessary to make the draft intelligible. 
No doubt a careful draftsman will, in a case of difficulty, make an 
analysis of the facts for his own use, but why he should insert it 
in his draft we cannot understand. 








EXECUTIONS. 


THE Law or EXECUTION UPON JUDGMENTS AND ORDERS OF THE 
CHANCERY AND QUEEN’s Bencu Divisions oF THE HicH Court 
or Justice. By C. Jounston Epwarps, Barrister-at-Law. 
Stevens & Sons. 


The object of Mr. Edwards’ book is thus stated in his preface :— 


by attachment, committal, or sequestration, with a personal order of 


the court. It is with the aim of explaining the practice in these 
matters to the profession that the author presents this work to the 
profession.” 


We consider that Mr. Edwards has carried out his intention with 
considerable success, and that his book will be found very useful, 
especially to solicitors. The introductory chapter contains a short 
historical sketch, which is really excellent, of the law of judgments. 
The keynote of the book is the distinction which the author points 
out between a judgment at law and a decree at equity. As this 
distinction is not fully grasped by all practitioners, and as it is of the 
utmost importance in ice, we shall proceed to explain it, 
a the same general view, though not the very words, of Mr. 

8. 

The subject in dispute in an action at law was, with some few 
— exceptions, the right to property, it might be land or it might 

money, it might even be the = to the possession of land ; the 
judgment in the action was merely a declaration as to the right, it 
did not order any man to do or abstain from doing anything. It 
followed that to enable the successful party to obtain the fruits of 
his victory it was necessary to direct yo Bet done, it 
might be to put him in possession of the land, to be held either as his 
own or till the money to which he was entitled was paid, or it might 
be to take and sell the debtor’s chattels and to pay the plaintiff out of 
the proceeds. 

On the other hand the question in dispute in a suit in equity was 
generally whether the defendant ought to do or abstain from doing 
something. If the plaintiff was successful, it was necessary to compel 
the defendant to do that which he ought to do, and, accordingly, if 
he refused he might be sent to prison, or he might be prevented 
from enjoying his pro till he did so. This distinction led to a 
difference in the manner of enforcing a judgment at law and a decree 
in equity—the former was @ writ directed'to the sheriff 
which affected property only, the latter was enforced by attachment, 
committal, or sequestration. Although the High Court now 
exercises both legal and equitable jurisdiction, it will be found that the 
method of enforcing its orders depends upon which class of jurisdic - 
tion it exercises. 

In Book I. the author discusses execution on judgments and orders, 
corresponding with execution on judgments at law. A very 
example of Mr. Edwards’ method of dealing with a difficult subject 
will be found at p. 171 et seq., where he discusses the duty of a sheriff 
executing an elegit. The passage is toolong for citation, but it is really 
excellent. 

In Book II. the author discusses the consequences of disobedience 
to a judgment in the nature of a decree of # court of equity; it will 
be remembered that a judgment of this nature is an order to do or 
abstain from doing something, disobedience therefore amounts toa 
contempt. After discussing the nature of a contempt, the author 
discusses attachment, committal and sequestration, and explaii 
very fully the distinction between committal and attachment, a dis- 
tinction perhaps not very commonly un . 

Book III. contains equitable execution, charging orders over stock, 
the attachment of debts, and execution t married women. 
At p. 307 the author discusses the e which 27 & 28 Vict. c, 
112, providing that judgments are not to “affect land” till delivery 
in execution, , Ba on 1 & 2 Vict. c. 110, s. 13, pe that regis- 
tered judgments are to create a charge on land. He takes a view - 
ent from that taken by us (31 Soxtcrrors’ JouRNAL, 90). We there 
expressed, and still maintain, the opinion that no judgment can create 
a shea on land till delivery in execution—in other words, ‘‘ no execu- 
tion no lien.” It follows that if 1 & 2 Vict. c. 110, s. 13, extended to 
interests in land which cannot be taken in execution, no charge is 
now conferred on those interests by that section. The author (p. 307 
maintains the contrary opinion by arguments that deserve caref 
consideration. : f : : 
In addition to the other good points in this book it contains a 
copious collection of forms and a index. Mr. Edwards has, 
moreover, followed the commendable, thougl still most unusual, 
prnstice of welling his beck in very gaet See His style is lucid 
what he means. 


and it is always easy to understan 


COMMON LAW. 


CoMMENTARIES ON THE ComMON LAW, DESIGNED AS INTRODUCTORY 
To rs Stupy. By Hzrsert Broom, LL.D., Barrister-at-Law. 
E1cutn Eprtion. By W. F. A. ARCHIBALD, M.A., and H, W. 
GREENE, M.A., B.C.L., Barristers-at-Law. W. Maxwell & Son. 

The editors have, in addition to a general revision of the text, 


and the insertion of the more important recent decisions, added a 


chapter on landlord and tenant, which contains a fair elementary out- 








line of the subject ; but we observe with great surprise the statement, 
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at p. 501, of the effect of section 7 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881 ; 
the editors apparently considering that where a lessor demises ‘as 
beneficial owner,” a covenant for quiet enjoyment will be implied. 
They have evidently overlooked sub-section 5 of that section, 
Which provides that ‘‘in this section a conveyance . . . does 
hot qackade a demise by way of lease at a rent.” We remember 
to have seen the same mistake in a certain work on landlord and 
tenant. We observe also that Barlow v. Teal bed Q. B, D. 501) is not 
referred to at p. 540. It is important that this decision should be 
brought to the notice of the student. The index has been improved, 
but some of the headings would be better broken up into sub- 


headings. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 


ON THE ASSIGNMENT OF EACH CAUSE IN THE QUEEN’S 
BENCH DIVISION TO SOME ONE PARTICULAR COURT, 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.} 


Sir,—It has been urged, and, for the present, with success, that 
whenever @ “ group,” as it has been termed, of causes stands for trial 
by two icular courts, each cause in that group ought to be 
assigned in advance to one or other of those courts te allotting all 
such as are marked in the general printed list with even numbers to 
one, and those with uneven numbers to the other, this being the 
simplest and most convenient method of distribution. This allotment, 
however, is to be subject to the following condition—namely, that 
whenever a cause has appeared in the list for the day and has not 
been reached, it shall be put into either court on the following day 
without to the number which it bears, so that it may stand for 
trial before any cause which has not been in the daily list. The objects 
of this regulation are stated to be (1) That anyone interested in a 
cause in the group may be better able to forecast its probable date of 
trial, and (2) That he will only have to watch the progress of one 
court instead of two. 

“I submit that the plan which has been described is not calculated 
to fulfil either of its intended purposes, and that the whole of its effect 
will be mischievous. 

For suppose, for example, that a first day’s list is to be made out 
for the two courts, and that it is to consist of six causes for each. 
Nos. 1, 3, 5, 7, 9, and 11 must be assigned to one of the courts, and 
2, 4, 6, 8, 10, and 12 to the other. But some solicitor or counsel may 
be in, for instance, both 1 and 2, or 1 and 4, or there may be 
any one of several reasons with which list-makers are familiar for 
ps a arp causes in a manner which is not exactly according to 
the num which they bear. It will beintelligible in a general way, 
even to an entire outsider, that if two lists are made out with a free 
hand, the interests of suitors and others can be consulted, and that 
this beneficial power is quite excluded if all discretion and contrivance 
in the matter is superseded by a mere mechanical arr ment, 
depending altogether on the numerals with which the several causes 
happen to have been marked for another p b 

@ feeling in favour of the new regulation is aided by an indistinct 
f —for it is nothing more—which prevails, that there is some 
special advantage in agi @ long time beforehand in what 
particular court Tostae the word in a structural sense) any given action 
will be tried. If some of the courts were in London, and the rest at 
some distant spot, this information would, of course, be of mount 
importance, but since the question is only as to a few yards one way 
or the other, and since, also, notice is given on the afternoon before as 
to the precise spot where the parties concerned with each cause in the 
day’s list must attend, any grievance on the score that nobody is now 
able to predict whether a trial due about a month hence will come off 
in Court VIII., or next door in Court IX., has to be fabricated out of 
very unsubstantial materials, The uncertainties which are really 
pernicious are of a totally different character. 

But the new regulation will not fix the court after all, beyond the 
first day of the sittings. For suppose, for example, that on the first 
day the causes (say) in Court IX. are all tried, but that No. 2, the 
first cause in Court VIII., proves to be a two-day matter. Then the 
next day’s list for Court.IX., the court for uneven numbers, will be 4, 
6, 8, 10, 12, and 13. re pe and exports of this kind from one 
court into the ofher will place daily. How, therefore, is any- 
body to be relieved from the necessity of watching two lists? The 
disadvantages of the new regulation will soon make themselves felt, 
and it is not worth while to advert to any of them at this moment, 
expent. perhaps one, which is serious, and which is as follows ;— 

uppose that some cause, say No. 50, is estimated as good for ten 
days; what is to be’ done with the causes immediately in its wake, 
52, 54, 56, &c.P A list-maker, who can put causes into either of two 
courts as circumstances may require, can minimize the bad effect of a 
bldek in one court by conducting for a time the stream of business 


through the . Ifhe has three courts to deal with, h d 
the flew of trialoetil » must, 0a being in 


more even. But if 52, 54, &c., must, as being in 





the even number category, succeed 50 in the same court, a difficulty 
occurs. For the sudden and unforeseen vicissitudes which are 
essentially incident to ail trials are so multifarious that it is quite 
impossible to make certain that 50 will prove either long or short, 
It may be absolutely safe, in the opinion of everybody connected 
with it, to last ten days, and yet may go off ina less number of 
minutes, or it may take three weeks or more. Since, however, the 
court is open to even numbers only, 52 and the others below it for 
some distance down in the same descending line must have their 
tackle and witnesses ready for trial at short notice, and keep them so 
for some indefinite time. If this is not done, and 50 collapses, the 
court will have nothing to go on with. But all this is disastrous for 
52 and its successors, since uncertainty is now working its worst 
effect. For a forecast made for a month ahead may err to the 
extent of several days without hurting anybody, but the case is very 
different when a cause stands on the brink of trial. 

It would not be proper to open a road to trial for 52, 54, &., 
by putting them into the list after 50 for one day merely in order to 
give them a legal, though inequitable, title to a place on the other 
list afterwards. One objection to this expedient is the waste of the 
costs of the day. These may not be large, but legal expenses are always 
full-bodied enough without the wilful manufacture of any additions to 
their bulk. Moreover, if transfers are to be thus permitted from one 
list to the other as often as it is worth while to pey for this accom- 
modation in the shape of costs of the day, what becomes of any real 
allotment ? In what form can it survive if the two lines of figures, 
even and uneven, which were to have been kept parallel, are to be 
confused with one another ad libitum? And, after all, the rather 
devious method of extricating causes from evil predicaments by 
putting them into a day’s list without any view to their trial in that 
course, is only doing in a clumsy way what is easily and habitually 
accomplished under the existing system, and without irregularity or 
waste of money. 


It does not seem to be discerned that the allotment which is now ° 


recommended as & happy discovery has been continuously under trial 
from time immemorial down to this moment, and that its results have 
been abundantly noted and pointed out. For the allotment of in- 
dividual causes to a particular court is distinctly and in complete 
effect made, although not professedly so, or by express intention, as 
often as a single court, only, sits for the trial of a group of actions. 
Anybody who has had charge of daily lists for ever so short a time must 
have noticed the difference between the mode of progress of a single 
court taking any given list, as compared with that of two doing the 
same work. With only one court in action the pace is sometimes 
halting and sometimes racing, and at intervals there are more or less 
protracted periods of standing stock still. With two courts, supply- 
ing as they do the means of circumventing the obstacles which con- 
stantly occur, and favouring uniformity of speed in another manner 
which cannot be conveniently detailed here, the movement through 
the list is not nearly so much by fits and starts. Of course it would 
be most inconvenient and inexpedient that half a dozen courts should 
sit at the same time for the trial of causes of a particular group, and 
it is not suggested for a moment that this should be done: in all 
questions connected with the lists there are advantages and disad- 
vantages to be reckoned with and balanced. But the general 
observation may be made, merely for the purpose of illustrating the 
matter which is under discussion, that steadiness of pace through s 
list must increase in direct proportion to the number of courts en- 
gaged upon it. Ifa hundred courts were all to set to work upon 
any given group, even a Tichborne case would fail to disturb the 
exact forecast which might be made of the date of any trial, far or 
near. With a single court taking a ote list (or, which is identically 
the same thing, only in a double- arrelled form, two courts con- 
fining themselves respectively to the odd or even numbers) the un- 
certain'ies, both as to the immediate and the distant future, are 
raised to their maximum. 
The confusion which has prevailed at Nisi Prius for so many years 
ast has always been, to juige from my own feeling, a source of at: 
east as extreme discomfort and regret to the officers of the courts as 
it can possibly have proved to the bar, solicitors, and the public. It 
has all arisen, as is truly stated in the report of the joint committee 
of barristers and solicitors, from the total want of information as to 
what courts would sit, for what periods, and for what business. Un- 
less these essentially necessary elements for making any computation 
are ye ew it is plain that all attempts to calculate the date of any 
trial, whether distant or close at hand, must be absolutely futile. 
The number of courts have fluctuated from day to day, and the officers 
have never been able to ascertain what the arrangements would be 
further on than eighteen hours ahead ; indeed there have been con- 
stant difficulties and failures in, obtaining even this degree of in- 
formation. Under fixed arrangements, carefully planned beforeband 
and resolutely adhered to, all confusion will at once disappear, and’ 
with it the anxieties, general inconvenience, and terrible waste of 
money of which it has been the source. Without improvement of 





this kind, the proposed regulation of attaching each cause to some: 
particular court will only make matters worse; with it, nothing more 
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will be wanted. The effect of the regulation in question will only 
be to impair the enormous value of the beon which the initiation of 
a well-ordered system will bestow upon suitors and on the com- 
munity. T. W. Erve. 
Associates’ Department, July 28. 





THE MEETING OF THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—In your last number you speak of me as having, at the 
meeting of this society on the 6th inst., moved ‘‘ the previous ques- 
tion.” This is an error: I neither moved nor seconded the “ previous 

uestion,” nor the ‘‘ motion for adjournment.” I was rised at 
the action of the chairman as lowering the tone of our meetings, and 
wrote to you accordingly to protest against it. 

If your correspondent ‘“J.A.” had said “the ‘ previous 
question’ cannot be put until any amendment before the 
meeting had been disposed of,” he would have been correct ; 
but there is nothing to prevent a member signifying his intention of 
making that motion, although it cannot be put until the amendment 
should be disposed of. In fact, as the proceedings of this meeting 
prove, unless a member be allowed to do so, he will have no chance 
of moving the “ previous question,” for directly the amendment 
moved by Mr. Ford had been di of, the president, without 
asking if any other member had any amendment to propose (which is 
always done in well conducted meetings), and although he knew that 
Mr. Walter wished to move ‘the previous question,” and Mr. Fox 

that it should be put, immediately put the main question to 
the meeting, disregarding the “ previous question” and Mr, Fox’s 
motion for an adjournment of the meeting. 

“J, A.” does not attempt to answer my question as to what had 
become of the £261 arrear subscriptions reported to be owing from 
members who were not accounted for. J. R. MACARTHUR. 

8ist July, 1888. 

e regret that by slip of the Mr. Macarthur’s name was 
substituted for Mr. Walter’s last week.—Eb. S.J.] 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


COURT OF APPEAL. 


Re AN ARBITRATION BETWEEN MITCHELL AND ANOTHER 
AND THE GOVERNOR OF CEYLON—No. 1, 30th July. 


ArniTRaTIon—OonTRACT—AGREEMENT IN OONTRACT TO REFER MAtTERs IN 
Disrpute—Power To Revoxe Svusmission — Common Law Procepure 
Act, 1854 (17 & 18 Vier. c. 125), s. 17—3 & 4 Wut. 4, oc. 42, 8. 39. 


Aone from the Divisional Court (Cave and A. L. Smith, JJ.) refusing to 
set aside an award. Mitchell & Izard entered into a contract with the 
Crown agents for the Colonies on behalf of the Governor of Ceylon to 
construct certain waterworks at Colombo. By the contract, any difference 
or dispute arising under the contract was, on demand of either party, to be 
referred to the arbitration of the consulting engineer appointed by the 
Governor, and his decision was to be final. Olause 85 provided that ‘‘ As 
far as the same are applicable, the provisions of the Common Law Pro- 
cedure Act, 1854, shall apply to the arbitration agreed to by these presents.” 
Disputes having arisen, they were referred, upon the demand of the 
Governor, to the arbitration of the consulting engineer. The contractors 
protested, and refused to appear, and on the 3lst of October, 1887 
revoked the submission to arbitration. The arbitrator, however, proceeded 
with the reference, in the absence of the contractors, and made his 
award on the 9th of February, 1888. The contractors thereupon oe 
to the Divisional Court to set aside the award, on the ground that the 
submission had been revoked before the award was made. By 3 & 4 Will. 
4, c, 42, s. 39, a submission to arbitration containing an ent that 
such submission shall be made a rule of court is not revocable without the 
leave of the court. By section 17 of the Common Law Procedure Act, 
1854, every submission to arbitration by consent in writing may be made 
a rule of court, unless the submission contains words that the 
es intend that it shall not be made a rule of court. The ional 
urt held that clause 85 of the contract had the effect of inserting in the 
agreement that the submission should be made a rule of court within 
3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 42,8. 39, and that, therefore, the submission could not 
be revoked. The contractors appealed. 

Tux Court (Livpizy and Bowsrn, L.JJ.), after taking time to consider, 
dismissed the appeal. Lixviey, L.J., 
document, on its true construction, contained an agreement that the sub- 
mission should be made a rule of court, there was no power to revoke the 
submission at the will of either poe ¢ had been decided in Re Rouse and 
Meier (19 W. R. 438, 6 O. P. 212) and Thomson v. Anderson (9 Eq. 523) that 
the statutory power contained in section 17 of the Common Law Pro- 
cedure Act, 1854, was not the same as an t that the submission 
should be made a rule of court. The question then arose, What was the 
meaning and effect of clause 85 of the contract? It was for the 
contractors that the clause amounted to nothing at all, and that the 
whole effect of it was to call the attention of the parties to the fact that 
there were certain sections of the Common Law Procedure Act, 1854, 


id that it was clear that if the | D 


applicable to arbitrations. It was urged that, as under section 17 sub- 

ions were still revocable, the mere fact of that the Act should 
apply could not render the submission irre le. The argument was 
plausible, but not sound. The answer was to make 
section i7 applicable, the parties agreed to bring the submission within 
3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 42, 8. 39. Upon examining the precedents in the books, 
it appeared that the insertion of this clause was for the — of com- 
plying with the provisions of the Act of Will. 4, and unless this were held 
to be so the clause would be useless. The parties, therefore, had brought 
themselves within section 39 of that Act, and the submission could be 
revoked. Bowen, L.J., concurred.—Counsgx, Finlay, Q.0., and inald 
Brown ; Sir R. E. Webster, A.G., and J. G. Wood. Souicrrors, Linklater $ 
Co.; Sutton § Ommanney. 


Re THE NEW YORK EXCHANGE (LIM.)—No. 2, 27th July. 


Company—WInDING up—Petit1on ror Compvtsony Orper—Svurervision 
Orprer— Discretion or Court—Resotvtons ror Voituntary WINDING 
up PassEp AFTER PresenTATION OF Parritr1on—Oomranras Act, 1862, 
s. 145. 


This was an appeal by the peti’ 
tinue the voluntary winding up of the company under the supervision of 
the court. The petition was by an alleged tor. ey cy to the 
presentation of the petition resolutions were passed for 
winding up of the company, and a liquidator was appointed. When the 

tition first came on to be heard Kay, J., was of opinion that there was a 

ond fide dispute as to the debt of the petitioner which it was impossible 
for him to decide on the evidence then before him. youccy bee 
States vo hetating aut be past Gain tas eatin, casey? With tee lanes 

tor un except © leave 

of the co’ tobe obtained on notice to the 
ertaking to bring an action forthwith to 5 
An action was thereupon brought by the petitioner, but it was not 
defended by the company, and judgment was 
The petition afterwards came on again to be heard. It 7 aoe 
that the company was insolvent. It was not ested that the voluntary 
liquidator would not do his duty, but the petitioner 

was entitled ex debito justitia to a com! 
tended that a com order wo unnecessary — and 
that the court ought to make a supervision order. Kay, J., that the 
court had a discretion which it would exercise in favour of the creditors 
and in their interests, and, in order that costs should not be incurred 
unnecessarily, he made a supervision order. 

Tue Covrt (Corron, Fry, and Lorzs, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. 
Oorron, L.J., said that gen » no doubt, a creditor was entitled ez 
debito justitie toa compulsory -up order, but that right was subject to 
certain exceptions. e compulso ding-up process ought to be em- 
ployed when it was the only means by w’ a creditor could obtain pay- 
ment of his debt. But the court ought not to make a compulsory order 
if it found that the creditor could succeed in obtaining payment by other 
means, or if the assets of the company were very 5 It was urged 
that a long time had elapsed since the commencement of the voluntary 
winding up, and that assets of the company might have been made away 
with in the meantime. But the court could make a full investigation 
under a su order, and the petitioner t to have made out a case 
of this kind when the petition was before Kay, J. His lordship could 
not see that the petitioner would obtain any greater benefit by a com- 

7 | winding-up order. He had not shewn that he would be pre- 
Jaa 
ni] 


s 


by the order which Kay, J., had thought proper to make. It 

argued that section 145 of the Companies Act, 1862, contemplated 
only a voluntary pyre Bas which had been commenced prior to the 
presentation of the win e-up tion, but no authority was cited in 
support of that proposition. lordship did not think that was the law. 
Fry and Lorgs, L.JJ., concurred.—Oounset, H. Terrell; Marten, Q.O., 
and Dauney; Stewart Smith. Soxscrrors, J. 4. Neale; G. Terrell ; 
Worthington Evans, § Blazland. : 


Re THE LIVERPOOL BOUSEBOLD STORMS ASSOCIATION—No. 2, 
ry: 


Company—PresenTation oF WinpinG-up Paetrrion—Srayine Procgzpinas 
UNDER Previous Orpsr oF Oourr or Arpgat—Oompanizs Act, 1862, s. 
85—JupicaTurE Act, 1873, s. 24 (5)—Juprcaruns Act, 1875, s. 11 (1). 
This was an ez parte application to stay the proceedings under an order 

of the Oourt of A tor the payment of costs by the company, on the 

ground that, since the a was ? Ries and oo com- 
had been presented in the court of J., and a 
Fquidator oppcmtel. The object of the applicants (the 


i 


the provisional to t execution being for the 
Saal of Gee amped. On of the applicants reliance on 
the decision of Jessel, M.R., in Re Artistic Colour Printing (14 Ch. 


. 502). 
Tux Court (Corton, Fry, and Lorzs, L.JJ.) granted the 
Corrox, L.J., doubted whether the spplication ought not to i 
made under the 85th section of the Companies Act, 1862, to the court in 
which the winding-up petition had been presented. His | 
satisfied that the view 


Fen Printing Co. right. Special power was given by section 85 to the 
jud 5 in whoee, const w winaing-up Detltion wat to stay pro- 
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visional liquidator, and also an undertaking to accept short notice of 
motion of any a — by creditors or others to discharge the present 
order. Fry an pes, L. JJ., concurred —Counsgt, Farwell, Soicrrors, 
Pritchard, Englefield, & Co. 


TARN v. TURNER—No. 2, 3ist July. 
Morrcace—Ricut To RepesmM—Lessez. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Kekewich, J. (ante, p. 307). The 
question was whether a tenant for years, under a demise by a mortgagor 
to which the mortgagee was not a party, was entitled to redeem a mort- 

e created an ently to the demise, Under an agreement in writing 
of February 5, 1885, the plaintiff obtained from the defendant Wilson a 
right to a sub-lease of a house for twenty-one years from March 25, 1885, 
at a rent of £150. The plaintiff subsequently entered into possession, and 
expended considerable sums for repairs and alterations. On July 27, 
1885, he for the first time received notice of a mortgage by demise of the 
property, dated January 27, 1881, created by Wilson in favour of the 
defendant Turner, to secure £1,500 and interest. The mor e was still 
in force. The mortgagee gave notice to the plaintiff to pay his rent to 
him, but refused otherwise to adopt or recognize the mh for a sub- 
lease, which was made without his knowledge. The plaintiff paid his rent 
in accordance with the notice. The plaintiff claimed, as against Turner 
and subsequent mortgagees, to be entitled to redeem the mortgages. 
Kekewick, J. held that, on principle, the plaintiff was entitled to redeem, 
as having an interest in the property. 

Tue Covrt (Corron, Fry, and Lopgs, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. 
Corton, L.J., said that the effect of the demise was to give the plaintiff an 
interest in the equity of redemption, and Keech v. Hall (1 Doug. 22) 
shewed that the mortgagee had a right to turn the tenant of the mort- 
gagor out of possession. Why, then, should the tenant, as assignee by 
demise from the owner of the equity of redemption, not have the right to 
redeem, as the only way of protecting himself against the exercise by the 
mortgagee of his right to evict him? He was, in his lordship’s opinion, 
entitled to all rights appertaining to the owner of the equity of redemp- 
tion, including the right to redeem, and this was shewn by Pearce v. 
Morris (5 Ch. 227, 229). Fry, L.J., concurred. Lopzs, L.J., said that 
Keech v. Halli was a clear authority in favour of the right of a lessee of the 
mortgagor to redeem.—CounsgL, Warmington, Q.C., and D. L. Alexander ; 
oo? QO., and H. C. Deane. Sortcitors, Morley ¢ Shirref; W. F 

arn. 


SIMKIN v. LONDON AND NORTH-WESTERN RAILWAY CO.— 
No. 2, 20th July. 


Rattway Company—NeEcGiicEnce—Dvuty or Company To Screen Raltway 
rRoM Roap—Liasruity For Injury CAUSED BY ACCIDENT. 


In this case a question arose as to the duty of railway companies to 
screen their lines from adjoining roadways. The actions were brought to 
recover damages for injuries caused by the alleged negligence of the 
defendants. e plaintiffs were driving away from a station of the 
defendants in a drawn by one horse, and, as they were leaving, 
an engine on the line began to blow off steam, with a hissing sound. 
The horse, startled by the noise, sprang forward, and eventually became 
unmanageable, and the wagonette was overturned and the plaintiffs 
were severely injured. The plaintiffs alleged (1) That the defendants’ 
servants negligently caused the engine to blow off steam with a loud 
noise and in an unnecessary and improper manner; (2) that the line of 
railway at the station was not sufficiently and oy my screened from the 
roadway forming the approach. The jury found for the defendants on the 
first ground, and for the plaintiffs on the second ground, the absence of a 
screen, with damages amounting to £600. A divisional court (Huddles- 
ton, B., and Charles, J.) entered judgment for the defendants. They 
were of opinion that, although it could not be said that it was the duty of 
a railway company to screen their whole line, which would be a very 
serious obligation, yet, from the position of any particular spot on the 
line with reference to a road near it, there might be a duty to screen 
the line. But their —~ did not think that there was any evidence 
in this case that the screening was necessary, or that it would have pre- 
vented such an accident. There was no evidence that, if the place had 
been screened, the accident would not have happened. No practical or 
scientific witness had been called who had stated that if the place had 
been screened the noise of the engine would not have been heard. 

Tue Oovrr (Corron, Fry, and Lorzs, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. 
Lorss, L.J., delivered the judgment of himself and Corron, L.J. He 
said that from the finding of the jury it must be assumed that the defend- 
ants’ servants were not guilty of negligence in blowing off the steam with 
a loud noise and in an unnecessary and improper manner, and so causing 
the accident. But the a found that the defendants were guilty of 
negligence in not properly and sufficiently screening the railway from the 
road, and a such negligence they caused the accident to the plain- 
tiffs. The Divisional Court was of opinion that there was no evidence to 
justify these findings of the jury, and accordingly entered judgment for 
the defendants. e plaintiffs were bound to give evidence upon which a 
jury would be justified in finding that the defendants were negligent in 
not sufficiently and properly screening their railway from horses coming 
to their station, and also that this particular negligence caused the 
accident to the plaintiffs. N ce would mean the omission of the 


defendants to do something which persons conducting a railway with 
reasonable care and caution should do. It was said that the defendants were 
wanting in reasonable care towards those who left their station, because 
they did not erect a fence between the roadway to the station and the 
vailway itself, sufficient to prevent horses, in passing, coming to, 
and going from their station seeing and hearing the engines on the 








railway. There was no statutable obligation to erect such a screen. The 
company were carrying on a business authorized by the Legislature, 
The duty which the defendants owed the plaintiffs was to provide a 
reasonably safe mode of leaving their station, having regard to the 
business they carried on at their station. There was a wooden 
open a *. high between the roadway and the railway. There 
was 40ft. between the metals of the railway and this paling. The 
station and the paling and the roadway had been in their then con. 
dition for twenty years. Three hundred trains arrived at this station in 
twenty-four hours. There was no suggestion that any accident had ever 
been caused by the insufficiency of this paling or screen. No person was 
called to say that it was ae or insufficient. There was no evidence 
of its being improper or insufficient beyond the paling itself. Their lord. 
ships would hesitate long iu such circumstances to hold that that the paling 
by itself was any evidence of negligence on the defendants. In a vast 
number of railway stations the same state of things existed. Take, for 
example, the Great Western arrival platform at Paddington, where the 
carriages and cabs came to meet arriving passengers. They drew up and 
remained awaiting the arrival of the train within 20ft. of the incoming train, 
the engine of which passed them without any screen or anything inter. 
posed between the engine and the horses. Could it be successfully con- 
tended that, if a horse became frightened at the sight or noise of the 
engine and ran away, injuring those in a carriage or cab, that an action 
would lie t the Great Western Railway? Take the case of a high- 
way carried over a railway by ny The parapets on either side did 
not conceal the passing train from horses crossing the bridge; indeed, 
horses were constantly terrified by the noise, the sight, and the smoke of 
the passing train. Was it to be said that railways ought to erect parapets 
on either side of the bridge high enough to conceal the approaching engine? 
Such contentions could not, in their lordships’ opinion, be for one moment 
entertained. They could not think that in this case there was any evidence 
that ought to have been left to a jury of negligence by the defendants in 
not sufficiently and properly screening their railway from the road. But, 
assuming that they were wrong in this, the further question arose, whether 
this particular negligence—i.e., the not sufficiently and properly screening 


the railway from the road—caused the accident to the plaintiffs. Itappeared - 


to them that the only reasonable inference from the evidence was, that the 
horse was frightened, and the accident caused, not by what the horse saw, 
and which an opaque screen might have prevented him seeing, but by the 
noise which the engine made—an engine proper in all respects—noises 
which the jury had found not to have been unnecessary or excessive, 
noises which the defendants by their engines were entitled to make, noises 
which were a necessary incident to the carrying on of that business which 
the Legislature had authorized, and noises which no screen could have 
prevented. Their lordships were, therefore, of opinion that, even if the 
defendants were negligent in not screening their railway from the sight 
of this horse, there was no evidence which would justify a jury in saying 
that such negligence caused the accident. Fry, L.J., concurred, thoug 
he said he believed that, if left to himself, his decision would not have 
been that of the great majority of judges who had tried similar cases. 
But he felt that the view now taken by his two learned brethren was 
more in accordance with previous decisions. Consequently, although he 
did not dissent from their opinion, he gave his assent thereto with a great 
deal of reluctance.—Counsgi, Lockwood, Q.C , EB. Tindal Atkinson, Q C., 
and ©. M. Atkinson; Sir Edward Clarke, SG., and Forbes Lankester. 
Soutcrrors, Cooper, Thorowgcod, § Tabor ; C. H. Mason. 





HIGH COURT.—CHANCERY DIVISION. 
SMITH v. JOBSON—Kay, J., 1st August. 


Wutt—Constrvuction—Girr To Intecirmats Cx1tp—Girt over on Dgstu 
or “any or My Onttpren”’ witHout Issue—Errect on SHare or ILie- 
GITIMATE CHILD. 


In this case the testator made various specific devises and bequests to 
his children by name, including a gift of certain real estate to his ‘‘ eldest 
daughter, Elizabeth,”” and then directed that, should any of his children 
die without having children of their own, their share should be divided 
among his surviving children. The daughter Elizabeth was illegitimate. 
She married, and died intestate, without ever having had a child. An 
action having been brought for a partition of the testator’s real estate, 
including that devised to Elizabeth, the certificate found that the persons 
entitled to her share in that estate were the surviving children of the testa- 
tor. The Attorney-General now applied to vary the certificate by finding 
that her share had devolved to the ana as an “> on the ground that 
the term “‘children”’ in the gift over included only legitimate children. 
In support of this contention the cases of Bagley v. Mollard (1 R. & M. 
580); Megson v. Hindle (28 W. R. 866,15 Oh. D. 198); and In re Hall, 
Branston v. Weightman (35 W. R. 797, 35 Ch. D. 551) were referred to, 

Kay, J., said that he had no doubt as to the meaning of the will. It 
was argued that, inasmuch as the daughter Elizabeth was illegitimate, the 
gift over in the event of the death of any of the testator’s children, with- 
out having children of their own, did not apply to the property devised to 
her. The testator referred to her in the will as his eldest daughter, and, 
as a matter of construction, no human being could have the least doubt 
on the question of what was the testator’s intention. But it was said that 
there was a rule of law which prevented the gift over of Elizabeth’s share 
from taking effect. There was a rule which, in the case of a gift to chil- 
dren, prevented an illegitimate child from taking in the absence of some 
special context. But this rule had never been applied to a gift over, or, 
at any rate, no authority to that effect had been cited, ‘and it would 
require very apn, eyed to induce him to accede to the argument. 
The contention of the Crown was wrong, and on the death of Elizabeth 
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her share in the testator’s estate passed to the parties as found by the 
certificate. —Counsrt, Ingle-Joyce ; Renshaw, Q.C., and Borthwick; J. G. 
Wood and Vernon Smith. Sortcrrors, Hare ¢ Co.; Oldman § Clabburn, 
for 7. W. Salmon, Diss; Harvey $ Capron. 


In re KELLY’S SETTLEMENT ; WEST v. TURNER—Chitty, J., 
3let July. 


SerrLEMENT—Lire Inrerest—ForrerruRE OLause—CuHArGiInG OgpRR— 
ASSIGNS. 


In this case the question arose as to the construction to be put upon a 
marriage settlement, whereby the annual income of the trust fund was 
given to the husband ‘and his assigns” for his life, ‘‘ or until he should 
make, or attempt to make, any assignment of the said income, or say part 
thereof, or to charge or incumber, or attempt to charge or incumber, the 
same, or until he should be found and declared a eS should take 
the benefit of any Act of Parliament for the beuefit of lvent debtors, 
or until he should make any ent of his effects for the benefit of 
his creditors.’”’ The settlement contained limitations over, and a direction 
that upon the husband’s death, or sooner determination of his estate, 
payment should be made to those entitled in remainder. The 
husband had mortgaged his life interest, and also divers judgments had 
been signed against him for costs incurred in certain litigation and 
charging orders made his life interest in certain consolidated 
stock comprised in the trusts of the settlement. It was contended that 
the effect of the addition of the word “‘ assigns” was that the husband’s 
life interest was absolute, and the forfeiture clause void. 

Curry, J., said that the result of giving so wide a meaning to the 
word ‘‘assigns’’ would be to render nugatory the rest of the proviso, 
which was aimed against alienation. One kind of assignment, however, 
was not comprised in the alienation clause, inasmuch as involuntary 
atsignment, except by bankruptcy, was net alluded to. The ——s 
orders, therefore, were not within the clause. Moreover, on the death o: 
the husband his executors would be entitled to the income then accrued 
due, In point of law, executors were assigns. It was, therefore, 
possible to give effect to the clause against alienation, and at the same 
time to give effect to the word ‘“‘assigns.’’ The cass was similar to 
Craven v. Brady (17 W. R. 505, 4 Ch. 296). The charging orders 
would be valid against the income up to the date of the mortgage, but 
the mortgage operated so as to work a forfeiture of the life interest.— 
CounsgL, Romer, Q.C., and Armitstead ; Kingdon ; Duke; Bunting ; Skelton 
Cole. Soxicrrors, Bridges; Sawtell, Heywood, Ram, §¢ Dibdin; Hacon § 
Turner ; Cuthbert Curtis ; Andrew Wood $ Co. 


Re JELLARD'S TRUSTS—North, J., 31st July. 


Practice—Sgrvics Ovr or Jurispicrion—Leave or Court—Pxtirion 
unDER Trustse Reiier Act—R. 8. O., 1883, XI., 1. 


The question in this case was whether the court has power, under rule 1 
of order 11, to allow service out of the jurisdiction of a petition under the 
Trustee Relief Act for payment of money out of court. In support of 
the petitioner’s application for leave to serve the = out of the juris- 
diction, reliance was placed upon an interlocutory observation of 
Cotton, L J., in Re Busfield (32 Ch. D. 129), and upon Re Gordon's Settle- 
ment Trusts (Weekly Notes, 1887, p. 192), in which Chitty, J., gave leave to 
serve @ similar petition out of the jurisdiction, on the ground that under 
the old practice it was clear that such a petition ht be served on 
parties out of the jurisdiction, the effect ng merely to intimate to 
them that there was a fund in court to which they claimed to be entitled, 
and to give them proper notice that they might be present on the hearing 
of the petition. 

Nortu, J., declined to follow this decision. He thought that rule 1 of 
order 11 did not authorize him to allow service out of the jurisdiction of 
anything but a writ of summons, or notice of a writ of summons. The 
petitioner might, if he chose, give notice of the tion to the respondents 
who were out of the jurisdiction, but his lordship declined to fortify the 
notice by any leave from the court.—Oounss1, C. A. Sargant. Soxicrrors, 
St. Barbe Sladen, § Wing. 

Aug. 1.—The application was renewed in the Court of Appeal. It then 
appeared that the fand in question was carried over to the credit of the 
account to which it was standing under an order made upon a former 
petition in the same matter, two of the then petitioners being the persons 
whom it was desired to serve in Australia with the present petition. Under 
these circumstances, 

Tue Court or Arpgat (Cotton, Fry, and Lorzs, L.JJ.) held that it 
would be sufficient to serve notice of the petition on the solicitor on the 
record in this country of the persons in Australia, who had acted for them 
on the former petition. It was stated that that solicitor was willing to 
accept service. Oorron, L.J., said that the object of the omaagen cay me 
was not to found jurisdiction, but to work out the former order in a 
matter in which the persons in question had submitted to the jurisdiction. 
His lordship did not intend to decide that leave to serve the solicitor was 
necessary in this case, but in order to prevent any difficulty leave would 
be given. Fay and Lorzs, L.JJ., concurred. 


HARRIS +. HARFORD—North, J., 30th July. 


Marerep Woman—Separates Estate — Restraint on ANTICIPATION— 
Removat ny Covurt—Serarate Examination as To Consent—Patirion 
ror Approvat or Compromiss—OonverancineG Act, 1881, s. 39. 


This was a petition for the approval by the court of a proposed com- 


restrained from anticipation. The question was raised whether she ought 
to be se y examined a to hor consent. Hodges ¥. Hodges (20 Ch. D. 
749, 26 Soxrcrrors’ Journnat, 360) was referred to, in which Fry, J., upon 
@ summons under section 39 of the Oonveyancing Act, 1881, to remove a 
restraint on anticipation annexed to income to which a married woman 
was entitled for her life for her separate use, expressed some doubt 
whether, in such cases, a separate examination of the married woman 
ought not to be required. In that case Fry, J., was satisfied by the 
evidence of the wishes of the married woman, and did not require that she 
should be separately examined. In the present case, 

Nortu, J., was satisfied that the p compromise was for the 
benefit of the married woman, and did not require a separate examination. 
He declined to lay down any absolute rule, but said that he should require 
@ separate examination in any case in which he might think it necessary.— 
Counsei, Cookson Orackanthorpe, Q.0., and 7. L. Wilkinson ; Cutler, Q.O. ; 
Eustace Smith. Soxtcrrors, Indermaur ¢ Brown. 


Re GLADSTONE, GLADSTONE +. BLUMENTHAL—North, J., 
26th July. 
R. 8. C., 1883, LV., 3—Ox1emvatinc Summons—Jvnisprcrion. 


A question arose in this case as to the juriediction of the court under an 
originating summons. Rule 3 of order 55 provides that ‘‘any person 
claiming to be interested in the relief sought as (inter alia) cestui que trust 
under the trusts of any deed or instrument” may take out an omeneing 
summons in chambers, ‘‘ for such relief of the nature or kind f . 
as may by the summons be ed and as the circumstances of the case 
may require, (that is to say) determination, without an administration, 
of the trust, of any of the following questions or matters (inter alia) :—(a) 
Any question affecting the ‘ “y or interests of the person claiming to be 
. . « cestui que trust ; (g) the determination of any question arising in 
the administration of the . . . trust.” In the present case R. 8. 
Gladstone and CO. R. Gladstone carried on business in London as Gladstone 
Brothers. R. S. Gladstone also carried on another business apuetdly 
in Natal, under the firm of Atkinson & Oo. The firm of G ne 
Brothers executed Nery ae ba a, of theiz creditors. tas drown br 
was a creditor of that respect of some promissory no rawn 
Atkinson & Co. in favour of Gladstone Brothers, and indorsed by them 
to the plaintiff. The business of Atkinson & Oo. had been wound up in 
the colony, and a surplus of £537 realized, which had been handed over 
to the trustees of the creditors’ deed. The plaintiff took.out this origin- 
ating summons, on behalf of himself and all other the separate unsatisfied 

tors of the firm of Atkinson & Co., the trustees of the deed yw 4 
defendants, to determine whether, on the true construction of the deed, 
the £537 was comprised in the deed. The plaintiff claimed the £537 for 
the separate creditors. 

Norrn, J., held that he had no jurisdiction to decide the question upon 

an originating summons. Though the plaintiff was a cestwi que trust 

under the deed, he was by this summons claiming against the deed.— 

CounsgL, Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and G. J. Foster Cooke; Cookson Orackan- 

a QO, and Herbert Reed. Soxicrrors, Tathams ¢ Pym; Goldverg ¢ 
angdon. 

[See Re Bridge (35 W. R. 663, 31 Soxicrrors’ Journat, 558)), 


HALLOWS v. LLOYD—Kekewich, J., 28th July. 


New Tevstezrs—Dvuries anp Laanttrrzs— Incumprances—Norice To 
Oricmvat Trustzz—Constructive Notice. 


This was a summons to vary the chief clerk’s certificate, which came on 
for hearing with the further consideration of the action. The plaintiff, 
Mrs. Hallows, was entitled under the will of her father to the income of a 
share in his residue for her life. By marriage articles she to 
settle this income to her separate use without power of anticipa > but 
she subsequently created a charge on it in favour of a Mr. Burns. Ee 
Kilshaw, who at the time was the sole surviving trustee of the will, was 
one of the trustees of, and executed, the marriage articles. He, however, 
retired from the trusts of the will in 1886, and the present trustees were 
appointed new trustees in place of him and another trustee who had died. 
These trustees, having no actual notica of the marriage made some 
payments out of the income to Mr. Burns on account of the interest due 
on his incumbrance. The plaintiff now applied to vary the certificate by 
disallowing these payments, on the ground that the marriage articles 
deprived her of the power to assign the income, and that W. T. Kilshaw, 
the predecessor of the present trustees, had notice of the articles by having 
executed them, and t the new trustees, therefore, had constructive 
notice of them, and were bound, upon becoming trustees, to inquire 
what incumbrances there were on the trust >. The cases of 
Freke v. Calmady (34 W. R. 569, 32 Oh. D. ), Phipps v. Lovegrove 
(21 W. R. 590, 16 Eq. 80), Saffron Walden Second Benefit Building Sovioty v. 
Rayner (28 W. R. 681, 14 Ch. D. 406), Newman v. Newman (33 W. R. 505, 
28 Oh. D. 674), and Hester v. Hester (35 W. R. 233, 34 Ch. D. 607) were 
referred to. 

Kexewicu, J., said the summons raised an important question, which, 
though not covered by express authority, was, he th covered b 
prin _ The plaintiff had executed a marriage 

of articles, w 


the 
bad as against her. The new trustees had been appointed under the power 





promise. One of the gee interested in the property was a married 
woman (married in 1875), who was entitled for her separate use, but was 


given by the Conveyancing 1881, and the retiring trustee made a 
Seclarstion, under esstien 34 of that Act, to vest the property in them. 
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The plaintiff's contention raised the important question, what the duties 
of persons appointed new trustees were? They were certainly onerous 
enough, and he should be very reluctant to increase them ; but he thought 
they were bound to inquire what the property was, what the trusts were, 
pose ¢ what notices of incumbrances their predecessors had received. Here, 
however, assuming they had done all that was necessary, they would have 
found no notice of the settlement, because the only notice was to W. T. 
Kilshaw through his being a trustee of the settlement. Mrs. Hallows had 
incumbered her income, so that she was entitled to the enjoyment of it 
in a particular way, but she came there as against the trustees like any 
other incumbrancer, and she was bound to shew that they had notice of 
her settlement. She had failed to do that, as, the notice being merely to 
Mr. Kilshaw personally, there was nothing on the trust papers to bring 
it to the knowledge of the trustees, and it would be imposing a new 
liability on trustees to hold that under such circumstances they had notice 
of the settlement. They were entitled to protection as from the date of 
their appointment, and they could not be made liable for those sums 
which they had paid honestly to Mr. Burns, of whose charge they had 
notice, though they had no notice of the settlement.—CounseL, Warming- 
ton, Q.0., and P. O. Lawrance; Barber, Q.0.; T. R. Hughes ; Neville, 
Q.0., and Arkle; 0. L. Clare; T. L. Higgins. Sorscrroxs, Nicholson § 
Graham, for Donnison § Edwards, Liverpool; Dizon § Syers; F. Venn § 
Co., for Collins, Robinson, § Co,, Liverpool; Wynne, Holme, & Co; Peacock, 


Cooper, § Co 





CASES AFFECTING SOLICITORS. 
TYARS v. ALSOP—Kekewich, J., 30th July. 


Soxricrron AND Crrent—Fipvciary Retation—Girt—Setrine asipe—Ac- 
QUIESCENCE—DELAY. 


This action was brought by the plaintiff, as the legal personal repre- 
sentative of the late Amy Graham, to set aside a gift of £1,000 alleged to 
have been made to the defendants by the deceased three years before her 
death. The defendants had acted as solicitors for the lady in an action 
which was ultimately compromised in June, 1880, on the terms of the lady 
receiving from the defendant in that action a sum of £5,000, subsequently 
reduced to £4,450, and that defendant paying the present defendants, 
the lady’s solicitors, £100 as agreed costs of that action. The facts 
relating to the gift are stated in the judgment. The lady died in June, 
1883, and this action was brought in December, 1883, by Mrs. Tyars, her 
legal — representative. Mrs. Tyars having died in October, 1884, 
an order of revivor was made in August, 1886, in favour of her husband, 
James Tyars, the present plaintiff, who had taken out administration to 
Miss Graham’s unadministered assets. The cases of Irons v. Smallpiece (2 
Barn. & Ald. 551), Wright v. Proud (13 Ves. 136), Tomson v. Judge (3 
W. BR. 561, 3 Drew, 306), Holman v. Loynes (2 W.R. 205,4 De G.M. & 
G. 270), Welles v. Middleton (1 Cox, 112), Hatch v. Hatch (9 Ves. 292), 
Morgan v. Minett (25 W. R. 744, 6 Ch. D. 638), Mitchell v. Homfray (29 
W. R. 558, 8 Q. B. D. 587), Alicard vy. Skinner (35 W.R. 424, 36 W. R. 
251, 36 Ch. D. 145), Cooke v. Lamotte (15 Beav. 234), Rhodes v. Bate (14 
W. R. 292, 1 Oh. 252), and O'Brien v. Lewis (11 W. R. 318), were 
referred to. 


Kexewics, J., said that his judgment was for the plaintiff. The case 
an important question of law, but there was no doubt as to the 
material facts, with one exception. On June 7, 1880, Amy Graham paid 
Messrs. Alsop & Mann £1,000. They had been acting as her solicitors in 
an action of a delicate character po pene a gentleman, which action had 
been compromised by payment of some £5,000. The transaction had 
involved industry and care, for which the solicitors were paid proper costs. 
Fee Speer her solicitors. She gave them £1,000, Mr. Alsop knew per- 
fectly well that the relation of solicitor and client existed at the time, 
that it continued for some little time afterwards, and that he could not 
take the money or keep it. It was kept, though it appeared on the 
evidence that he only consented to accept the gift after being urged by 
her to do so. The relation ceased shortly afterwards, and though it 
was renewed for a time later on, that could not affect the question 
whether the gift was valid when it was made. The only fact as to 
which any doubt existed was what took place at the very important inter- 
view between the date of the final severance of the relation of solicitor and 
client and Miss Graham’s death. She was then ill and in distress; she 
went, not as a client, but to ask for a loan of £10. The evidence as to 
what occurred came to this—that the lady was aware she might set up a 
claim for the £1,000, but that she said she did not intend to claim it and 
would abide by or adhere to what she had done. The loan did not seem 
to have been conditional on her making that statement, but his lordship 
was disposed to think the —s of the loan was subsequent to the 
making of the statement of her intention. Shortly after that she died. 
The question to be decided was whether, at the moment of her death, she 
was entitled to recover the money. If so, her legal personal representative 
could do 80, in spite of the delay. If she was not so entitled, her repre- 
sentative could not be in a better position. His lordship’s decision might 
seem, at first sight, somewhat at variance with the language of Lord Sel- 
borne in Mitchell v. Homfray, but if that language were looked at carefully 
and ag ae with the remarks on it of Lindley, L.J., in <Allcard v. 
Skinner, he thought it would be seen that the variance was only apparent. 
The case of Mitchell v. Homfray came before the court under very special 
ces, having been twice before a jury who had found the facts. 

The court was not fully satisfied that the case had been well threshed out, 
but accepted the findings, and the judgments proceeded on those findings, 
which were that the relationship had come to an end long before 


the death of the testatrix, and that she had elected to abide by her 





gift. Lord Selborne was reported as having said that on that state of 
facts he did not think that “‘any authority goes the length of saying 
that her representatives after her death can do that which, if she 
had lived, she herself would not have done.” If that were to be taken 
strictly, it might be necessary in the present case to say that Amy Graham 
would not, if she had lived, have tried to recover the money, and that, 
therefore, her representatives could not recover it, but he did not think it 
ought to be construed in that way. Lindley, L.J., in Allcard v. Skinner 
(36 Ch. D., at p. 187) seemed to understand Lord Selborne’s language in 
Mitchell v. Homfray in the way his lordship was now construing it. He 
said, referring to that case and others, ‘‘ the decisions proceeded upon the 
ground that the donors if alive could not have obtained relfef.’’ e did 
not say, ‘‘would not have obtained relief.’’ That explained the sense in 
which Lord Selborne’s words were to be understood. Taking that view, Amy 
Graham could have recovered the money in the present case. The law was 
accurately stated by Bacon, V.C., in Morgan v. Minett (25 W.R., at p. 744, 
6 Ch. D., at p. 645) at the commencement of his judgment, where he said: 
‘« While the relation of solicitor and client subsists, the solicitor cannot 
take a gift from his client.” In order to sustain such a gift, something 
amounting to a release must have been done after the confidential relation 
had ceased. Here nothing had been done to release the claim. The fact 
of the claim not having been put forward was merely negative. Miss 
Graham uo doubt referred to the gift at the interview of April, 1883, but 
she might have changed her mind the next day, in which event there 
could have been no defence to her claim. What she said at the interview 
was a mere declaration of what her intention was at that time, which there 
was nothing to prevent her from changing. If he was right in law, it 
followed that her legal personal representative succeeded to her right of 
action. There must be judgment for payment by the defendants within 
one month of the £1,000, with interest at four per cent. from the date of 
the gift, and the defendants must pay the costs of the action.—Counsr1, 
Oswald ; Warmington, Q.0., and Chadwyck Healey. Soxrcrrors, Ochme, 
Summerhays, § Co.; Alsop $ Co. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
THE RECENT HONOURS!’ CLASS LIST. 


Theresult of the June Final Honours’ Examination wasdelayed till Friday, 
July 27. Out of 122 candidates as many as 70 were successful, which is a 
very heavy proportion for final honours, aud shews that the new system 
at the pass is tending to increase, not only the number of entries, but also 
that of successes. Fourteen were placed in the first class, and all received 

rizes, while the 29 and 27 in the second and third classes appear as usual 
in alphabetical order. We append a few particulars relative to the 
three first prizemen. It will be observed that only one of the three was 
a “coached,’’ and that neither the first or second attended any 
aw lectures. 


Mr. Onaries Pearp Ciarke, who served his articles with Mr. P. O. H. 
Reed, of Bridgewater, and Messrs. Reed & Reed, of London, and gained 
the Clement’s-inn and Daniel Reardon prizes, was educated at Cardiff 
College, entered into articles in 1884, and passed the final while still 
under majority. Mr. Clarke attended no lectures while with the town 
agents, and was not ‘‘ coached’’ for the examination. 


Mr. C. Lawson Surru, B.A., LL.B., the winner of the Olifford’s-inn 
prize, articled to Mr. Richard Smitb, of London, was educated at Clifton 
College, and afterwards at Trinity College, Cambridge, where he passed 
out in the first class of the Law Tripos in 1885, being seventh in the list. 
Mr. Smith was privately ‘‘coached”’ for the examination, but did not 
attend any of the Law Society’s lectures. 


Mr. Joun J. Srpzesoruam, LL.B., the winner of the New-inn prize, 
articled to Mr. A. Sidebotham, of Stockport, was educated at Stoc'! 
Grammar School, graduated LL.B. of London Univerity in 1879, after 
matriculating and passing the various LL.B. examinations in the firet 
division. He was not specially ‘‘coached’’ for the examination, but 
attended the Owen’s College lectures during the sessions 1887 and 1888, 
and has spent the whole term of his articles in the country. 





RECENT STUDENTS’ BOOKS. 


A Diagst or THe Sunsecrs or Prosatrz, Divorce, ApMrRaLty, FicoEstasti- 
CAL, AND OntmminaL Law NECESSARY TO BE KNOWN FOR THE F'rnaL EXAMINA- 
tion. By T. Bateman Narrer, LL.D., and R. H. Srzrxznson, LL.B. 
W. Maxwell & Son; Stevens & Sons, 


Intended as a supplement to Mr. Napier’s ‘‘ Modern Digest of the Final 
Examination,’”’ the present work, which is in the usual form of such digests, 
consists of 330 pages of questions and answers. The questions are we 
selected and answered in good style. It is hardly possible to conceive that 
law can be advantageously learnt from such question and answer books, 
but they may be serviceable for revision purposes, especially if the student 
has taken but few notes, The work only professes to deal with central points, 
which accounts probably for the fact that, on turning to the questions given 
at the last June , we fail to find answers to several then set. The work 
is prefaced by some advice on a course of reading, pp - however, 
nothing very fresh as regards suggestions, or in the list of 8 roposed 
for study. We sbould hardly ourselves recommend even # candidate for 
honours to add Brive’s ‘‘ Public bdgcny and Blunt’s ‘‘ Book of Church 
) Law” to Eustace Smith’s work, as we think his time might be more pro- 

fitably spent in other directions for examination purposes. 
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INCORPORATED LAW SUCIETY, 
Honours EXAaMInation. 
June, 1888. 
At the examination for honours of candidates for admission on the roll 


of solicitors of the Supreme Court, the Examination Committee recom- 
mended the following gentlemen as being entitled to honorary distinc- 


tion :— 
First Oxass. 
[In order of merit.] 

Charles Peard Clarke, who served his clerkship with Mr. Paul Octavius 
Haythorne Reed, of Bridgwater, and Messrs. Reed & Reed, of London. 

Charles Lawson Smith, B.A., LL.B., who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Richard Smith, of London. 

John James Sidebotham, who served his clerkship with Mr. A. Side- 
botham, of Manchester and Stockport. 

James Bell, who served his clerkship with Mr. Cedric Houghton, of the 

eveley, of Preston. 


firm of Messrs. Houghton, Myres, & r 
Alban Chavasse, who served his clerkship with Mr. Edgar Rowe 


os, of the firm of Messrs. Lee, Ockerby, & Everington, of 
London. 

Herbert Collander Brown, who served his clerkship with Mr. Joseph 
John Corbin, of the firm of Messrs. Corbin & Greener, of London. 

Halliday Harcourt, who served his clerkship with Mr. Clarence Har- 
court, of London. 

John Bertram Ogle, B.A., who served his clerkship with Messrs. Burton 
& Scorer, of Lincoln; and Messrs. Page & Scorer, of London. 

George Alladice Riddell, who served his clerkship with Messrs. Octavius 
Borrodaile & Wooler, of London. 

Leonard Johnson Clegg, who served his clerkship with Mr. John Charles 
Clegg, of Sheffield. 

Stanley Herbert Hoare, who served his clerkship with Mr. William 
Lewis, of the firm of Messrs. Lewis & Sons, of London. 

William Henry Grazebrook, who served his clerkship with Mr. Edward 
Percy Jobson, of Dudley. 

William Sanders Fiske, who served his clerkship with Messrs. Tozer, 
— & Tozer, of Teignmouth; and Messrs. Yarde & Loader, of 

ndon. 

Alfred Randall, who served his clerkship with Mr. Edward Bannister, 
of the firm of Messrs. Bannister, Williams, & Ram, of London. 


Szconp Crass, 
[In slphabetical order. } 
Percy Lionel Aylen, who served his clerkship with Mr. Charles Burgen, 


of London. 
Henry Bacon, who served his clerkship with Mr. William John Sadd, 


of Norwich. 

Arthur Edward Barker, who served his clerkship with Mr. Charles 
Miller, of the firm of Messrs. Brittain, Livett, & Preston, of Bristol. 

Edward Wallis Bubb, B.A., who served his clerkship with Mr. William 
Walton, of the firm of Messrs. Walton, Bubb, & Johnson, of London. 

Robert Symonds Butcher, who served his clerkship with Mr. James 
John Winter, of Norwich. 

William Arthur Campbell, who served his clerkship with Messrs. Cosens, 
Burbidge, Cosens, & Burbidge, of Portsmouth. 

George Frederic Crawford, who served his clerkship with Mr. John 
Harrison, of Leeds, of the firm of Messrs. Harrison & Lupton, of Leeds. 

Arthur Temple Cummings, who served his clerkship with Mr. Henry 
po Phillips, of the firm of Messrs, Mason, ps, & Ootton, of 

ndon. 

William Danlop Cunningham, who served his clerkship with Messrs. 
— & Rogers, of Liverpool; and Messrs, Clement, Cheese, & Greene, 
of London. 

Robert Augustus Danvers, B.A., who served his clerkship with Messrs. 
Markby, Wilde, & Johnson, of London. 

Thomas Rochester Dixon, who served his clerkship with Mr, Robert 
Spence Watson, of Newcastle-on-Tyne. 

Howard Francis Gates, who served his clerkship with Mr. Holmes, of 
Worthing; and Mr. Sowton, of London. 

Charles Edmund Hagon, who served his clerkship with Mr. Edward 
Everard Stratford , of Bridgewater. 

Robert Hall, who served his clerkship with Mr. Herbert Garnett Janion, 
of Manchester; and Messrs. Barr, Cotton, & Barr, of London. 

— Halliday, who served his clerkship with Mr. Frederic Anderton, 
re) : 

George Wentworth Hobson, who served his clerkship with Mr. Edward 
Charles Browning, of Redditch. 

John Hudson Hudson, who served his clerkship with Mr. Thomas Blair, 
of the firm of Messrs. Blair & Girling, of London. 

Frederick George Langham, B.A., who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Frederick A. Langham, o ; 

Albert William Large, who served his clerkship with Mr. Chas. E. Large, 
of Leamington ; and Messrs. Bridges & Oo., of London. 

Frederick Upton Lewis, who served his clerkship with Mr. Walter 
Cunliffe, of the firm of Mesers. & Cunliffe, of Live: X 

Frank William Morris, who served his clerkship with Mr. William 
Thomas Harvey, of London. 

Oharles Nesbitt, who served his clerkship with My, Jobs Nesbitt, of 
Abergavenny ; and Messrs. Taylor, H & Box, of London. 

Agar an Parkin, who served his clerkahip with Mr. Charles John 

, of Stockton-on-Tees. 





Frank Perkins, B.A., LL.B., who served his clerkship with Mr. Richard 
Perkins, of York. 

Joseph Boothby Pownall, who served his clerkship with Mr. Henry Hall, 
of Ashton-under-Lyne; and Messrs. Barr, Cotton, & Barr, of London. 

Arthur Edward uell, who served his clerkship with Mr. Isaac Johu 
Hart, of the firm of Messrs, Hart & Winch, of London. 

Armine Hugh Slipper, who served his clerkship with Mr. William 
Robert Cooper, of Norwich. 

Frederic Arthur Walker, who served his clerkship with Mr. Francis 
Stanton, of Chesterfield; and Messrs. Stevens & Oo., of London. 

Sidney Robert Wykes, who served his clerkship with Mr. Robert Seddon 
Toller, of Leicester; and Messrs. Surr, Gribble, Bunton, & Gribble, of 
London. 

Tutrp Oxass, 


[In alphabetical order. ] 


Joseph George Barclay, who served his clerkship with Mr. Joseph 
Barclay and Mr. W. F. Taylor, of Macclesfield. 

Ernest William Blount, who served his clerkship with Mr. Walter 
Edward Moore, of the firm of Messrs. Wilde, , & Moore, of London. 

George Elliott Brinkworth, who served his ip with Mr. Joha 
Stone, of Bath. 

Arthur Rackham Oleveland, who served his clerkship with Mr. William 
Carter, of London. 

Thomas Lyne Ooode, who served his clerkship with Messrs. Childs & 
Sons, of Liskeard; and Messrs. R, W. Childs, Batten, & Harling, of 
London. 

Ernest Freshfield Dent, B.A., who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Richard Melvill Beechcroft, of London. 

Oharles Frederick Harris, who served his clerkship with Mr. Edmund 
Harris, of Rugby ; and Messrs. Iliffe, H , & Sweet, of London. 

George Smith Herschell, who served clerkship with Mr. H. B. 


Wo , of London. 

Francis Joseph Hirst, B.A., who served his clerkship with Mr. Archibald 
Henry John Fietcher, of the firm of Messrs. Laycock, Dyson, & Laycock, 
of Huddersfied. 

Charles John Huskinson, who served his clerkship with Messrs. Goodall 
$ mr a of Nottingham; and Messrs. Kingsford, Dorman, & Oo., of 

ndon. 

Herbert William Jackson, who served his clerkship with Mr. Llewellyn 
Rocke Bibby, of the firm of Messrs. Mills & Bibby, of Hudtlersfield. 

Charles Watkinson Johnston, who served is clerkship with Mr. 
i Rocke Bibby, of the firm of Messrs, Mills & Bibby, of Hudders- 
Percy Laybourne, who served his clerkship with Mr. William James 
ag of the firm of Messrs. Davies & Lloyd, of Newport, Monmouth- 
8 ° 


Frederick Ernest Layton, who served his —— with Mr. Thomas 
H. R. Woodbrige, of the firm of Messrs. Woodbridge & Sons, of Ux- 
bridge ; and Messrs, Gamliv, Burdett, & Woodhouse, of London. 

Harry Reginald Lewis, B.A., who served his clerkship with Mr, George 
Henry Lewis, of the firm of Messrs. Lewis & Lewis, of Lente: 

Ellis Duckworth Little, who served his clerkship with Mr. Charles 
Costeker, of Darwen. 

Arthur Heriot Mayne, who served his clerkship with Messrs. Ivens & 
Morton, of Kidderminster; and Messrs. Chester, Mayhew, Broome, & 
Griffiths, of London. 

Henry Moody, LL.B., who served his clerkship with Mr. John Lamb, of 
Manchester. 

Sydney Conrad Peters, who served his clerkship with Messrs. Edg- 
combe, Oole, & Hellyar, of Portsmouth; and Messrs. Pownall, Son, & 
Knott, of London. 

William Wortley Pratt, who served his clerkship with Mr. Walter 
Overbury, of the firm of Messrs. Oat ont of Norwich. 

John Richard Roberts, who served his p with Mr. E. Roberts, of 


Ruthin. 
Ernest Keene Robinson, B.A., who served his clerkship with Mr. A. F. 


Coe, of London. 

Herbert Byard Sheppard, who served his clerkship with Messrs. Orut- 
well, Daniel, & Crutwells, of Frome; and Messrs. Prior, Ohurch, & 
Adams, of London. 

Edwin 8 kes, who served his clerkship with Mr. Charles Henry Mar- 
shall, of Huddersfield. 

John Lewis Sykes, who served his clerkship with Mr. Robert Welch, of 
the firm of Messrs. Welch & Sy of Huddersfield. 

Terry, who served his with Mr. Thomas Grosvenor 
Lee, of the firm of Messrs. Horton, Lee, & Lee, of B: ham. 

William Henry Troughton, who served his clerkship with Mr. Charles 

Whe Oouncll of the In ted Law Society have accordingly gi 
0! iw ve ven 
Class Certificates and awarded the pening prizes of books :— 

To Mr. Clarke—Prize of the Honourable Society of Clement’s Inu— 
value 10 guineas ; and the Daniel Reardon Prize—value about 25 

To Mr. Smith—Prize of the Honourable Society of Olifford’s Inn—value 


10 fentnene. 

a fo =. Sidebotham—Prize of the Honourable Society of New Inn— 
value 5 guineas. 

To Messrs, Ball, Chavasse, Brown, Harcourt, Ogle, Riddell, Clegg, 
Hoare, Grazebrooke, Fiske, and Randall—Prizes of Incorporated Law 
Society—value 5 guineas each. 

The council have given class certificates to the second and third 


classes, 


One hundred and twenty-two candidates attended the examination. 
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LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Hvuou Frassr, barrister, has been appointed Lecturer in Common 
Law to the Incorporated Law Society. Mr. Fraser was formerly a scholar 
of Trinity Hall, Cambridge, where he graduated as a senior optime in 
1882, He was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in November, 1886, 
and he isa member of the Westera Circuit. Mr. Fraser is lecturer in 
common law to the Liverpool Board of Legal Studies. 


Mr. Tuomas Cyprian Witu1aMs, barrister, has been appointed Lecturer 
in Conveyancing to the Incorporated Law Society. Mr. Williams is the 
fourth son of the late Mr. Joshua Williams, Q O., and was born in 1854. 
He was educated at Trinity College, Cambridge. He was called to the bar 
at Lincoln’s-inn in January, 1877, and he practises in the Chancery 
Division. 

Mr. Srerxen Hersert Garry, Attorney-General of the Leeward Islands, 
who has been appointed to act as Chief Justice of the Leeward Islands, is 
the third son of the Rev. Alfred Gatty, D.D., Vicar of Ecclesfield, York- 
shire. He was educated at Merton College, Oxford, and he was called to 
the bar at the Middle Temple in Michaelmas Term, 1874. He formerly 
practised on the North-Eastern Circuit, and be has been Attorney-General 
of the Leeward Islands since 1883. 

Mr. Franx Serrie Forey, solicitor, of Horwich, has been appointed 
Clerk to the Horwich Local Board. Mr. Foley was admitted a solicitor in 
1885. 

Mr. Watter Creicuton Bst1, solicitor (of the firm of Leitch, Dodd, 
Bramwell, & Bell), of Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Tynemouth, and North 
Shields, has been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the 
Supreme Court of Judicature. 

Mr. Freperick WINTERBOTHAM, Solicitor, of Stroud, has been appointed 
Clerk to the Painswick School Board. Mr. Winterbotham was admitted 
a solicitor in 1882. He is clerk to the Stroud Burial Board, and to the 
Stroud and Rodborough School Boards. 

Mr. Joun Newman, solicitor, of Southampton, has been appointed Clerk 
to the Commissioners of Taxes for the borough of Southampton, in succes- 
sion to his brother, the late Mr. William Godfrey Newman. 

Mr. Watrer Lizwettyn Lewis, Stipendiary Magistrate in Trinidad, 
who has been appointed to act as a Puisne Judge of the Supreme Oourt 
of Trinidad, is the eldest son of the Rev. John Lewis. He isan M.A., of 
the Queen’s University in Ireland. He was called to the bar at the 
Middle Temple in January 1876, and he formerly practised on the South 
Wales and Chester Circuit. 





GENERAL. 


An incident in the Royal Oourts—Learned judge to counsel: ‘‘ You do 
not give the court credit for much knowledge on this subject, Mr. X.’’ 
Mr, X. (inadvertently): ‘‘ No, my lud.’’ 


The Land Charges Registration and Searches Bill was on the 26th ult. 
read athird time in the House of Lords, and, some verbal amendments 
having been inserted, was passed. 


On Tuesday morning Mr. George Beswick, solicitor, was addressing 
Master Butler, in chambers, when he was suddenly taken ill. He was 
removed to a private room, where he died shortly afterwards. Mr. 
Beswick’s death is attributed to heart disease. 


On the motion for the second reading of the Solicitors Bill in the House 
of Commons, the Attorney-General, replying to Mr. H. Fowler, said this 
Bill was introduced in the House of Lords by Lord Esher because he had 
charge of the roll to which the Bill referred. The matter had been care- 
fully considered by the profession to which the right hon. gentleman be- 
longed, and Lord Herschell and the Lord Chancellor had done all they 
could to make it a good Bill. An hon. member having objected, the 
motion was not proceeded with. 


At a meeting of the members of the North-Eastern Circuit, held at 
York recently, the following resolutions were unanimously adopted— 
viz :—(1) That this circuit is of — that her Majesty’s judges should 
be relieved, by legislative provision, from the duty of trying ordinary 
quarter sessions cases, and should be required to try at the assizes such 
prisoners only as are charged wth offences nct triable at quarter sessions, 
or such as, from exceptional circumstances, shall have been committed 
by the magistrates for trial at the assizes ; that if the above recommenda- 
tions be carried into effect the requirements of the public would be amply 
eatisfied by the holding of three assizes—spring, summer, and autumn 
assizes, ending with the Hilary, Trinity, and Michaelmas Sittings respectively 
(thus making the intervals between theassizesas nearly equal asisreasonably 
practicable), and by providing for the trial of criminal and civil cases at 
all the towns on the circuit at the spring and summer assizes, and for the 
trial of criminal cases at all the towns on the circuits, and civil cases at 
Leeds alone at the autumn assize; (2) that those members of the circuit 
who are also members of the Bar Committee be appointed to confer with 
the Bar Committee concerning the new circuit arrangements, and to bring 
to the notice of the Bar Committee the above resolution. 








The following prices were realized at the sale of shares in legal insur- 
ance societies by Messrs. Thur; & Martin on the 16th ult. :—200 £100 
shares (£2 10s. paid), Law Fire Insurance Society, average, £17 per share ; 
50 £20 shares (£2 paid), Law Life Assurance Society, average, £24 10s. 
per share ; and £1,600 stock, Law Revereionary Interest Society (Limited), 
average, £132 10s. per cent. 





——= 


COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE, 
ROTA OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Date APPEAL CouRT APPEAL Count Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
? No. 1, No. 2. Kay. CHITTY. 
Mon..Aug. 6 Mr. Carrington Mr. Rolt Mr. Koe Mr. Ward 
Tuesday ... 7 Jackson Clowes Pemberton 
Wednesday 8 i Koe Ward 
Thursday Clowes Pemberton 
Friday ...... Koe Ward 
Saturday.. Clowes Pemberton 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
STIRLING. KEKEWICH, 
Monday, August Mr. Beal Mr. Jackson 
Tuesday ......... Leach J 
ad = eee 
urs a ° C a 
Friday sa ° Beal Jackson 
BENS GIIDD cnovcessnscosstcosses Leach 





The Long Vacation will commence on Monday, the 13th day of August, and 
terminate on Tuesday, the 23rd day of October, 1833, both days inclusive. 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Faipay, July 27. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 

LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 


BAVARIAN BREWERY Co , Luwirzp.—North, J., has, by an order dated July 10, 
appointed Ernest Cooper, 14, George st, Mansion House, to be official liquida- 
toi 


r 

LIVERPOOL HOUSEHOLD STORES ASSOCIATION, LimITED.—Petn for winding up. 
presented July 25, directed to be heard before Chitty, J..on Aug4. Pritchard 
& Co., Painters’ Hall, agents for Barrell & Co , Liverpool, solors for petoers 

LONDON AND Bristot Stock Excaancse Co., Lrmuirep.—Petn for winding up, 
presented July 24, directed to be heard before North, J.,on Aug 4. Waraser & 
Co ,. Moorgate st, solors for petner 

Paper Frere Co., Limrrep.—Petn for windicg up, presented July 26. directed to 
oo sane before Kay, J., on Aug 4. Ingoldby & Co., Finsbury sq, solors for 

ner 

PAPER FrereE Co., Lrurrep.—Petn for winding up. presented July 25, directed to 
be heard before Kay, J., on Saturday, Aug 4. Curtis & Hilton, Union ct, Old 
Broad st. solors for petners 

WENHAM LAKE ICE ., LIMITED.—Petn for winding up, presented July 25, 
directed to be heard before Chitty, J., on Saturday, Aug 4. Fishers & Reece, 
Essex st, Strand, solors for p-tner 

CouNTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

WOOLSTENHULMES, RYE, & Co , Luwrrep.—By an order made by Bristowe, V.C. 
dated July 13, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the company be 
contin’ Booth, Oldham, solor for the petner Buckley; Tweedale & Co., 
solors for the petner Greaves 

STANNARIES OF CORNWALL. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

CALSTOCK TIN AND ARSENIC WORKS SYNDICATE, LIMITED —By an order made by 
the Vice-Warden, dated July 24, it was ordered that the syndicate be wouad 
up. Chilcott & Son, agents for Square & Co , Plymouth. solors for petaer 

FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 

Grimsby LiFe Boat Division, Sons of Temperance Friendly Society, Temperance 

Hall, Cleethorpe rd, Great Grimsby, Lincoln. July 23 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, July 31. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 


ANGLO-CONTINENTAL IcE SHARE TRUST, LimITED.—By an order made by Kav. J., 
dated July 10, it was ordered that the trust be wound up. Rooks & Co., King 
st. Cheapside, solors for petner 
HEADLE WAY, MINERAL, AND LAND ©O., LimITED.—Petn for winding up, 
presented July 28, directed to be heard before Stirling, J., on Wednesday, Aug 
15. Houlder, bican, solor for petners 

MONTSERRAT AND ANTILLES Propuce Oo., Liairap.—By an order made by 
Stir-ing, J , dated July 21, it was ordered that the compuny be wound up. 
Rawlinson, New Broad st, solor for petners 

MONTSERRAT AND ANTILLES Propuce Oo., Limirep —Stirling, J.. has fixed 
caster, Aug 10 at 12, at his chambers, for the appointment of an official liqui- 

r 


ORIENTAL J.ACE AND EMBROIDERY MANUFACTURING Co., LIMITED.—By an order 
made by Chitty, J., dated July 9, it was ordered that the company bs wound 
up. Morley, Cheapside 

WESTERN InsURANCE CO., LimITED.—Petn for winding up. presented July 27, 
directed to be heard before the Vacation Judge on ednesday, Aug 15. 
Waltons & Co.. Leadenhall st, solors for petner 

ILKEs’ METALLIC FLOORING AND EUREKA CONCRETE OO., Lute. - Stirling, J., 
has, by an order dated July 19, appointed William Alfred Stone, 90, Cannon st, 
to be official liquidator 

CoUNTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 

LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

SIMULTANEOUS Print1Nn@ Co., LimtTeD.— Petn for winding up. presented July 28 
directed to be heard before Bristowe, V.C., on Friday, Aug 10 at 11, at the 
Chancery Court, St. George’s Hall, Liverpool. Boote & Edgar, Manchester, 
solors for petner 

FRIENDLY SOCIETIE3 DISSOLVED. 

FEMALE FRIENDLY Society, Baptist Schoolrooms, Ibstock, Leicester. July 30 

FRIENDLY Society, New Inn, trissant. Glamorgan. July 30 

HEYwoop FRrenDsHIP PERMANENT £5 Mongy Civus Society, Friendship 

Inn, 57, Manchester st, Heywood, Lancaster, July 30 





Zz 





W£AENING TO INTENDING HOUSE AND LESSEES. —Before purchasing 
or renting a house have the Sani ents Cyeronahly pm) oe by an 
expert from The Sanitary Engin: & Ventilation Co., 115, Victoria-st., West- 

ster (Estab. 1875), who also un e the Ventilation of Offices, &c,—[ ADVT.] 


STAMMERERS AND STUTTERERS should read a little book by Mr. B. BEASLEY, 
Baron’s-court-house, W. » London. Price 13 stamps. The author, after 
suffering nearly 40 years, cured by a method entirely his own.—[Apvrt.] 
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CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 


UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
kage | ag F CLAIM. 
London Gaz ete. ~¥aIDAy, July 27 
GREEN, JoHN Marrutias, Birmin, : am, oe licitor. Sept 10. Collins v Green, 
ae 


Chitty, J. Johnson, Birm: 
London Gazette —TUESDAY, July 31. 
Hunt, Joun Harman, Bow rd, Gent. Oct 25. Morris v Jones and Skailes, 
Chitty, J. Lickorish & Bellord, Queen Victoria st 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 


Last Day OF CLAIM. 
London Genstte FRIDAY. July 20. 
ALDHAM, GEORGE (otherwise GEORGE GEFFERINA ‘A ALDHAM), St Charles eq, North 
Kensington, Gent. Aug 20. Brothers, Victoria chbrs 
ATr0E-12e, FREDERIC CooPe, White Hart Hotel, 1, Benson, Esy. Aug 15. Holt 
& Co, Charles st, 8,W 
BAILEY, EDWARD, Lewes, Leather Cutter. Aug20. Lewis, Lewes 


BARMES, .Seceen, Summerlays pl, Bath, Retired Dyer. Sept 18. Simmons & Co, 
BAsTEnenEe. Saran, Albert villas, Chislehurst. Aug 9. Newton & Newton, 


iw. 
BAXTER, EMILY, St Martin’s sq, Scarborough. Aug 31. Moss & Co, Hull 
BAXTER. m Fane Hastines, Ivy Lodge, Cheltenham, M.D. Aug 2%. Bubb & 
6m 


‘heltenhe 
BELL, Je OSEPH, Bell terr, West Hartlepool, Gent. Aug 20. Chapman, Durhem 


Dorransr cm, James, Great Common, Chipping Norton, Oxford, Nurseryman. 
ays 1. Wilkins. Chipping Norton 
paves, OHN, a Park, Wadhurst, Sussex, Esq. Sept 29. Baileys & Co, 
erners § 
Cupyex, Gaomee, Rochdale rd, Milnrow, Iancaster. Aug 11. Worth, Roch- 


Uox, Wixzax JOsEPH, Fore st, Devonport, Optician. Sept 7. Derry, Ply- 


Day, JOHR, yeti Berks, Farmer. Augi. Spender, Maidenhead 
AMES, Preston New rd, Blackburn, Laucaster, Gent. Aug 7. 
L« Ww Wilkinson, Blackburn 
Eyre, WILLIAM, Fairfield, nr Buxton, Joiner. Septi. Bennett & Co, Buxton 
Gan, — Henry, Little Park st, Coventry. Aug 1. Oliver Minster 
oven 
HARGREAVES, Tomas, Lindens, Haslingden, Lancaster, Gent. Sept 1. Wood- 
cock & Sons, . yy 
Hoover, WILLIAM, Pitt Farm, Bradninch, Devon. Aug6. Petherick & Son, 
Southernhay, Exeter 
er. + ANN, Lichfield grove, Finchley. Aug 20. Wilkins, 
ng Norton 
HOTHER, JOHN, Lewes, Breeches Maker. Aug 20. Lewis, Lewes 
Howanrp, WILLIAM, Canterbury, Esq. Aug 25. Kearsey & Co, Old Jewry 
HuME, ARTHUR CARMICHAEL, Coten End, Warwick, Lieutenant in H.M. Army 
Sept3 Crawford & Chester, Cannon st 
Jounson, THoMAs WILDEY, Leicester. Sept 1. Stevenson & Son, Leicester 
er C~s =. — ee Village, Liscard, Chester, Butcher. Aug 1. Wright 
0, Liverpoo 
LEE, Hanna, Rookery, Shooter's hill. Augi5. Holt & Co., Charles st, 8.W. 
LEvIs, JuLius, Lower Berkeley st, Portman sq. Aug 31, Styer, Threadneedle st 
—_~ to Mari, Hall pl, Tonbridge, Kent. Aug 31. Phelps & Co, 
resdam 8 
Newson, Mari, Bloomfield terr, Eaton sq. Sept1. Sharpe, Bedford row 
O’Remity, Montacu tp a Suftolk st, Pall Mall. Aug 16. Hallett & 
Spottiswoode, Craven 
PaDWICK, Mary ANN, = i st, London rd. Aug 10. Keily, Molyneux 
chbrs, Goswell rd 
PARKER, ELLEN, Preston. Aug 10. Higson, Preston 
PARSONS, Gaanens, King’s Beach walk, Barrister at law. Augi. Clifton,King’s 
D 
PENNINGTON, ELIZABETH, Castleford, York. Sept1. Phillips, Uastleford 
RoBERTS, HENRY, Sheffield. Oct 26. Broomhead & Co, Sheffield 
ROBERTS, JOHN, Dore, Derby, Gent. Sept 29. Weke & Co, Sheftield 


a Ropert, Middlesbrough, Pawnbroker. Aug 31. Wilkes & Wilkes, 


SAUNDERS. Mary, Holloway rd, Islington. Aug 10. Keily, Molyneux chbrs, 
sswe 
SHOESMITH, JOHN, Halifax, Bill Poster. Sept1. Boocock, Halifax 


me ~" Wit1AM, Scunthorpe, Lincoln, Innkeeper. Sept 1. Freer & Co, 
TURNER, youn, Fitewittom terr, Huddersfield, Woollen Manufacturer. Aug 31. 


er, H 
Waxrox, Donor, St Stephen’s avenue, Shepherd’s Bush. Aug 15. Moore, 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gasette,—FRipay , July 27. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
ARMFIELD, GEORGE, and CHARLES peeetor’ Dyke, Barnsley, Coal 


ARMFIELD. 
Merckants Barnsley Pet July 24 Ord J uly 
==" — POLLAED, Colne, Lancashire, Gar Burnley Pet July 23 Ord 


wy 

Bnoxprst, Anareywo, B Buckingham Palace rd, Confectioner High Uourt Pet 
y rd July 2 

BRUNSTROM, RUDOLF Waromas, Gateshead, Shipbroker Newcastle on Tyne 

Pet ig | 2 Ord July 
Canrawees, NT AMEN pr Ag Gt Oakley, Essex, Butcher Oolchester Pet July 
yi 
CuzstanTos, ALFRED, Oliffe at Hoo, Kent, Draper Rochester Pet July 25 O:d 


y 25 
Chay, EDWARD Tuomas, Sheerness, Butcher Rochester Pet July 24 Ord 
y 
a see Walworth rd, Surrey, Hatter HighCourt Pet July 23 Ord 
Coox, ome, West Hartlepool, Durham, Florist Sunderland Pet July 25 Ord 


ORIsPrIN, oe WARD HENRY, Ivybridge, Dev ’ 
7, ee Sa vybridge, onshire, Carpenter East Stonehouse. 





DAVIEs, Nywgaaam, Neath, Glamorganshire, Boot Dealer Neath Pet July 2% 

Davis, JaxEs, Sirand, Proprietor of the Bat Newspaper HighCourt Pet April 
ir une 

Davis, Semen, Tetbury, Gloucester, Cabinet Maker Swindon Pet July 2 Ord 


25 
Dawns, JouN Josern, Se Saint Ive, Cornwall, Carpenter East Stonehouse Pet 
u 

EmMary, "GEORGE, Stafford, Builder Stafford Pet July 24 Ord July 24 

Essex, JOHnN, jun, Leicester, Baker Leicester Pet July 23 Ord July 23 
one Sa Cheltenham, Furniture Remover Cheltenham Pet July 24 

Ord Jul 
Goraepe, Witten Tomas, Lee, Kent, Upholsterer Greenwich Pet July 23 


—— Cones, South Fenaeit, Carnarvon, Licensed Victualler Bangor Pet 
GnrrvirEs, jae, Tunbridge Welis, Hosier Tunbridge Wells Pet July 23 
Hannon, Nawor, Burney, Lancashire, Earthenware Desler Burnley Pet 
ILLIAM, Blacktiars rd, Coffin Furniture Dealer High Oourt Pet 

ony Ord Julv 


m4 2, arden ct, Temple, Barrister at law High Court Pet 


Jane19 Ord J 
Houtron, Jonn, Eccl il, or Bradford, out of business Bradford Pet July 23 


Ord July 23 
JOHNSON, ARTHUR, Sheffield, Builder Sheffield Pet July 23 Ord July 23 
weer P - 7 ~ Plymouth, Builder East Stonehouse Pet July 24 


am, gous AEISFORD, Manchester, Drysalter Manchester Pet July 2 Ord 


uly 24 
OWEN, JAMES McConNELL, Derby, Solicitor Derby PetJuly9 Ord July 23 
PENNY, STEPHEN HENRY. Shirley, Hampshire, Builder Southampton Pet July 


5 Ord Jul 
Porm. Fuxbunice, Oldham, Licensed Victualler Oldham Pet July23 Ord 


Rossi, i, Some, Liansamlet, Glamorganshire, Blacksmith Neath Pet July 25 
Garonne, Lyox, Houndsditch, Tobacconist High Court Pet July 23 Ord 
Gauges, Saenet, Holland rd, Kensington, Gent High Court Pet July 25 


25 
SMITH, Ecuis. Bury, Wood Turner Bolton Pet July24 Ord July 24 
Surry, GEorGE, Burwash, Sussex, Nurseryman Tunbridge Wells Pet July 25 


Ord July 25 
rH, Guonae, Gt Grimsby, Lince, Leather Merchant Gt Grimsby Pet July 24 


a, Warns FaRreEn, Orsett, Eseex, Farmer Chelmsfurd Pet July 19 

ir uly1 

Syxezs, Josuva, Halifax, Currier Halifax Pet July17 Ord July 23 

TATTERSFIELD, Jos mem, Misield, Yorks, Blanket Manufacturer Dewsbury Pet 
July 24 ‘Ord July” uly 24 

TOWERS, WILLIAM, Sadberge, Durham, ont 4 bestacss Stockton on Tees and 
Middlesborvugh PetJuly % Ord J 

TREBLE, = Mer = I W, Dealer in Fone neotiowerk Newport and Ryde 
Pet July 24 Ord J 

WALDREN, ALBERT, Hitchin’ | Herts, Painter Luton Pet July 23 Ord July 23 

WARFHAM, SAMUEL, and EpWARD Bava, Hy Hyde, Cheshire, Hat Makers Ash- 
ton under Lyne Pet July 24 enn we i 

Wuirts, JAMEs, Frome, Somerset, G: rome Pet July24 Ord July 2% 

WHITEHEAD, WILLIAM usar, pearson Lancs, Basket Maker Liverpool 
Pet July 2 Ord July 

Worton, Joun Bown, Fleet tt, Surveyor High Oourt Pet July 10 Ord July 23 


RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED. 
LamMsBtTon, Hon GEORGE, Hill st, Berkeley eq, Gent High Court Ord June 29 


Rescis July 24 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
ALLEN, Josern, Leeds, Engineer AugS8ati12 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 
Acutas, | Bosse, Worksop, Notts,Grocer Aug7at3 Off Reo, Figtree iane, 


Bruce, Spomane ° Gow vict in Prison, Wormwood Scrubs Aug3atii 33, Carey 
st, ncoln’s n 

Bavmgesct, RupoL¥ WALDEMAR, Gatedhand, Shipbroker Aug? at 2.30 Off Rec, 
Pink lane, Newcastle on Tyn 

Busty: pan jun, Walsall, Staif srdshire, Carpenter Aug 16 at 11.15 Off Rec, 


Cs, Aree Cliffe at Hoo, Kent, Draper Aug 8 at 1130 Off Rec, 
1 

Oxay, EDWAED YHomas, Sheerness, Butcher Aug7 at 12.30 Off Rec, High st, 
COCHRAN, JAMES 


ELPHINSTONE, Eeighten, Provieion Merchant Aug 3 at 12 
Bankruptcy biden, Portugal a 


CURSON, oa Devonshire, Bootmaker Aug 8 at 12 10, Atheozeum 
terr. mou 
EVAN Caerbrychiad, Llanrwst, Denbighshire, Farmer Aug 4 at 3.80 
co Hotel, Lianrwet ~ 


Daven,  GnonoE — hem my rd, Shepherd’s Bush, Coal Merchant Aug 8 at 
Busey, GEoRGE, Stafford, Builder Aug 3 at 2 Off Rec, St Martin’s place, 


Stafford 
Essex, JoHN, jun, Leicester, Baker Aug3at3 28, Friar lane, Leicester 


sie Asoumm, Oxford, Provision Merchant Augs8 at 12 1, St Aldates, 
xfor 
FRENCH, CHARLES Franois, Stratford Market, Stratford, Commission Agent 


Aug 3 at 12 Desirupere Stes, A Lincoln’s inn fields 
ae 4 ARTH ae e, Leicestershire, Farmer Aug 3 at 12.30 


lane, Leices' 
HakTLey, GEORGS, weepe An Trent, Wine Merchant Aug4atii.30 Off Ree, 
ewcastle under L = 
Hart ey, Jonny, Colne, cashire, Plasterer Aug3at3 Crown Hotel, Colne 


Hasegar, Jom, Birmingham, Contractor Aug S8atii Off Rec, 95, Colmore row, 

rmingham 

Havas a, , Rugeley, Staffordshire, Butcher Aug 3 at 11.30 Off Rec, 
8 


8 0. 
Hutton, JOHN, : Hecteshll nr Bradford, out of business Augsati2 Off Rec, 31, 
Manor row, 
MARSHALL, JOHN, ro , Lincolnshire, Cattle Dealer Aug 8 at 12 Off Rec, 1, 
vernent, Nottingham 
MaxwsLL, WILLIAM, Nottingham, Draper Aug8atii Off Rec, 1, High pave- 
nt, Nottingham " Sid ‘ 


Nicos, WARD, Callington, Cornwall, Solicitor Aug S8atii 10, Athenzeum 
terr, Plymouth 








668 fHE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL: 





Aug. 4, 1888, 








= = 

OXQROM.. oS Anglesey, Huntsman Aug 7at2 Bankruptcy Office, Crypt 
Chester 

Owns, J ed McConngLL, Derby, Solicitor Aug 3 at 12 St James’s Hotel, 


Parcuerr.. JOHN CHARLES, Sunderland, Pie Maker Aug 3 at 12 Off Rec, 21, 
Fawcett st, Sunderland 
POLLARD, WILLIAM, Radford, Nottingham, Licensed Victualler Aug9ati2 Off 
Rec, 1, High p pavement, Nottingham 
fen? ALFRED, Leicester, Confectioner Aug 3atii 28, Friar lane, Leicester 


REVELL, Bova, Norwich, Grocer’s Assistant Aug 4 at 1.30 Off Rec, 8, King 
st, Norwic 
Ross, Arran, Liverpool, Accountant Aug 10 at 3 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, 
verpoo 
SCOBLE, JOHN WILLIAM, jun, East Stonehouse, Devon, Grocer Aug 8 at 11 10, 
Athenzeum ter, Piymouth 
Smitu, Evuis, Bury, Wood Turner Aug?7ati1.20 16, Wocd st, Bolton 


&uiTH, HERBERT, Walthamstow, Essex, Tea Merchant Aug 3 at 12 33, Carey 
st, Lincoln’s inn 
Syxzs, JosHva, Halifax, Currier Aug7ati2 Off Rec, Halifax 


—— acer ti Armley, Leeds, Warehouseman Aug 8 at 11 Off Rec, 2?, 
ar 
Walt,  GRORGE, Liversedge, Yorks, Innkeeper Aug 4 at 11 Off Rec, 22, Park 


Warts, @zrorGE FREDERICK, Commercial rd, Stepney, Fancy Goods Dealer Aug 
8at2,30 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
ASQUITH, JoHN POLLARD, Colne, Grocer Burnley Pet July 23 Ord July 23 


Barkow, WILLIAM, De Beauvoir cres, Kingsland, Cabman High Court Pet 

July 20 Ord July 23 

nae, & ee ee Albert mansions, Victoria st,Esq High Court Pet 

w 

BowDEN, JAMES, Rountewell, Tawstock, Devonshire, Farmer Barnstaple Pet 
July 21_ Ord July 25 

Ss ABEL, Gt Oakley, Essex, Butcher Oolchester Pet July 
2 rT uly 25 

CUESTSETON, ALFEED, Cliffe at Hoo, Kent, Draper Rochester Pet July 25 Ord 


July 25 
Cray, Ebwanp Tuomas, Sheerness, Butcher Rochester Pet July 24 Ord 
Couzins,¢ CHARLES, Walworth rd,Surrey, Hatter High Court Pet July 23 Ord 


uly 23 
CcoK, JOHN, West Hartlepool, Florist Sunderland Pet June!5 Ord July 25 
Coors, 3S Josephine avenue, Brixton hill, Builder High Court Pet April 18 
r 


uly 25 
wnat 2 JOHN, Eastbourne, Gent Eastbourne and Lewes Pet June 26 Ord 


DavIiegs, van, Llanrwst, Deieine, Farmer Portmadoc and Blaneau Fes- 
tiniog Pet July 12 Ord July 
Davis, Oscak; Tetbury, Glos, Cabinet Maker Swindon PetJuly25 Ord July 25 


Exu1s, ROBEkT RODERICK, OWEN GRIFFITH ELLIS, and RICHARD JENKINS ELLIs, 
Aberystwith, Ironfounders Aberystwith Pet July 16 Ord July 25 
Emery, GEORGE, Statford, Kuilder Stafford Pet July24 Ord July 24 


EssEx, JOHN, jun, Leicester, Baker Leicester Pet July 23 Ord July 23 
GOLDING, Mae THomas, Lee, Kent, Upholsterer Greenwich Pet July 23 


3 
Gaye, 2 JonN, Carnarvon, Licensed Victualler Bangor Pet July 23 Ord 


y 2 

GOULSTON, Brau, and GEORGE EDMUND GOULSTON, Swan st, Borough, Mat 
Manufacturers High Court PetJune26 Ord July 24 

——- "r Nancy, Burnley, Earthenware Dealer Burnley Pet July 23 Ord 


23 
HurTox, Jou, rc nr Bradford, out of business Bradford Pet July 23 
ir y 2 
JOHNSON, ARTHUR, Sheffield, Builder Sheffield Pet July 23 Ord July 23 


Lyons, LEw1s, Mulberry Tree yd, frenaey Green, Omnibus Proprietor High 
Court PetJuly4 Ord Jul 
Banene, CHARLES FLORENTIN, Duncan terr, Islington, Feather Dyer High 
Pet July 18 coe So 
NEWAX, GEORGE, Uld Sarum, Wilts, Carpenter Salisbury Pet July 7 Ord 


24 
wage” JON  CAneereeD, Manchester, Drysalter Manchester Pet July 24 Ord 


Past, Gronos, Adelaide rd, Chalk Farm, Manager High Court Pet July 19 

r uy 2 

iene aeons, Brent Knoll, Somerset, Farmer Bridgwater Pct July 11 Ord 
4 


y 
Pustagre, 2) Tuomas, Liverpool], Oyster Merchant. Liverpool Pet June 20 Ord 


PREECE, Feoeas LEWIS, and GEORGE png A PREECE, Monmouth, Coachbuilders 
Newport, Mon Pet July6 Ord Jul 
meme oe Liapsamlet, Glamorganshire, i Biscientths Neath Pet July 25 


Ganeeate, L¥ox, Hc Houndsditch, Dealerin Fancy Goois High Court Pet July 

rd July 23 

ScoBLE, JoHN WILLIAM, jun, East Stonehouse, Grocer East Stonehouse Pet 
June 29 Ord July 

SHERLEY, WILLIAM Huan, Soetaah, Twickenham, Dealer in Horses Brentford 
Pet July 18 Ord July 24 

STH, ELLs, Bury, Wood Turner Bolton Pet July 24 Ord July 25 


cooen, Gacase. Great Grimsby, Leather Merchant Great Grimsby Pet July 24 

uly 3 

ToweErs, WILLIAM, Sadberge. out of business Stockton on Tees and Middles- 
borough Pet July 24 Ord July “4 

TuckEyY, Louisa THEODORA, Swindon, Wilts,Spinster Swindon Ord July 23 


Way, RicHarp BRYANT, ) te yon ay Surrey, Butcher’s Foreman Kingston, 
Surrey PetJulyis OrdJuly 

Wuits, JAMES, Frome, Temauetelion, Grocer Frome Pet July 24 Ord July 24 

WuiTsHEAD, WILLIAM EEE, Southport, Basket Manufacturer Liverpool Pet 
July2% Ord July 

Worron, JoHN Bown, Fleet st, Surveyor High Court Pet July 10 Ord July 25 


ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED. 
ADAMS, HENRY CADWALLADER, Shepperton, Esq Brentford Adjud July 13 
Wealeenaen _— Hanoocx, Ab le, Denbighshire, 8 B 
4 > ergele, nbi ur or 
‘AdjudMarchi AnnuiJdaly3 siete 


London Gazette.—TvEspDAY, July 31. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
BagTiETT, THOMAS, Melcombe Regis, Dorset, Plumber Dorchester Pet July 26 
Ord July 26 








BELLHOUSE, HENRY, WILLIAM HENRY BELLHOUSE, and RICHARD sumedee 
, Engineers —— Pet July 26 Ord July 26 
BLUETT, ALFRED ERNEST, resid gnee unknown, Dealer in Oriental Goods High 
"Couns Pet July 19, Ord 
BRENTNALL, ANNIE, Derby, 8: 


it 77 Derby Pet July 27 Ord July 27 
Sere, Jo JOHN JAMES, Birmingham, Solicitor Birmingham Pet Jwy26 Ora 
musty, 5 Henny JoHuN, Bedminster, out of business Bristol Pet July 27 Ord 
y 27 
Brooks, CHARLES pasmaxn, Tilehurst, Berks, no occupation. Reading Pet 
July 25 Ord July 
CANNING, FREDERICK Y eawans, Pps, Liwynderw, Montgomeryshire, Gent 


Newtown Pet July 24 Ord July 24 
Cos, ha “—— SON, Seymour pl, Fulham rd, Artist High Court Pet July 27 Ord 


ly 2 
Come, phn ya TOWNSEND, Nottingham, Yarn Agent Nottingham Pet July 
rd July 28 
CULLEN, GCHAED, Saeaten Moor, Cumberland, Draper Whitehaven Pet July 
27 Or 
DALLEN, J. P., saress unknown, Stockbroker High Court Pet July19 Ord 


26 
Dans Witazan, p pemeinaton, Outfitter Cockermouth and Workington Pet 
y r y 26 
Davis. AARON JOSEPH, and ELKIN DAvIs, Manchester, Pawnbrokers Manchester 
Pet July 26 Ord July 28 
wee GEORGE, Huddersfield, Hawker Huddersfield Pet July 28 Ord 


ly 
Dats, JAsEs, West Malling, Kent, Watchmaker Maidstone Pet July 26 Ord 
uly 2 
Dr Pinna, GEORGE Isaac, and GEoRGE Samson DE Pinna, Fenchurch st, Fur. 
riers High Court Pet July 27 Ord July 27 
DIGGLE, JOHN, Carlisle, Fruiterer Carlisle Pet July 26 Ord July 26 


DOUGHTY, JOHN, Stockton on Tees, Builders’ Merchant Stockton on Tees and 
Mi ddlesborough Pet say 27 Ord July 27 
Faust, ‘alien Chapel Allerton, nr Leeds, Engineer Leeds Pet July 
1 re 
Faun, Wisse, " Verthameten, Carriage Builder Northampton Pet July 2% 
r y 
or i - + James, Cheriton, Kent, Carrier Canterbury Pet July 2 


y 2 
Fop, | pliers STEPHEN, Ramsgate, Fly Proprietor Canterbury Pet July 23 
r 
HAMMOND, lore Tuomas. High st, Lower Tooting, Boot Dealer Wands- 
worth PetJuly 25 Ord July 25 
HOLLAND, WILLIAM HENRY, ee, Leicestershire, Timber Merchant. 
Leicester Pet July 28 OrdJuly 
J AMER, eo OHN, Onneley, Staffs, Butcher oN antwich and Crewe Pet July 27 Ord 
wy 2 
ie Korum, Heckmondwike, Yorks, Milliner Dewsbury Pet July 25 Ord 


25 

LEwIs, LEwrs, Rhos Eayecty®, nr Pontardawe, Glam, Collier Neath Pet 
July 27 Ord July 27 

MAcKAY, fm ROBERT, Herne hill rd, Brixton High Court Pet July ii 


Ord J uly 27 
MAFER. by CONSTABLE, Birchington, Butcher Canterbury Pet July 28 
uly 28 
MEAKIN, EDWARD EBENEZER, Crayford rd, Tufnell pk, Gent High Court Pet 
Dec 27 Ord June 19 
MEREDITH, THoMAS, Winnall, Allensmore, Herefordshire, Farmer Hereford 
Pet July 26 Ord July 26 
sna, x ie EDWARD, Southampton, Wine Merchant Southampton Pet 
yl rd Jw 
Morris, JOHN, and JOHN Puitip Morris, Petersfield, Hants, Tailor Ports- 
mouth Pet July 26 Ord July 26 
amie re. Py ———¥ st, King’ 8 cross, Cab Proprietor High Court Pet 
wy rd July 2 
NEWCOMBE, JOBN, Leicester, Frame Maker Leicester Pet July 27 Ord July 27 


NICKELS is, J OnN, ewan on Trent, Basket Maker Nottingham Pet July 28 


0 uly 
OLIVE, JOHN, St “Peter’ s, Kent, Painter Canterbury Pet July 28 Ord July 28 


vaaneen, pa a amy South Shields, Draper Newcastle on Tyne Pet July 11 

rd Jw 

PURKIS, WILLiast gp Landport, Hampshire, Grocer Portsmouth Pet 
July 24 Ord he Ba 

RALPH, HENRY, Worthing, Butcher Brighton Pet July 28 Ord July 28 

RoBINsON, WILLIAM GODFREY, York, Miller York Pet July 28 Ord July 28 


Rowlsyp, HSER, Merthyr Tydfil, Sculptor Merthyr Tydfil Pet July 27 Ord 

w 

Bray, WILLIAM, Birmingham, Warehouseman Birmingham Pet July 24 Ord 
2 


y 24 
STEADMAN, GEORGE, Sheffield, Botanist Sheffield Pet July 26 Ord July 26 
ieaae = games Knapton, Leeds, Newspaper Manager Leeds Pet July 8 


y 2 
VIDLER, Pusbenicx Joun, Maidenhead, Oilman Windsor Pet July 28 Ord 


Ju ly 

WALDRON, 4 oHuN, Torquay, Cabman Exeter Pet July 25 Ord July 25 

Waa, [= a HENRY, Folkestone, Schoolmaster Canterbury Pet July 28 

wy 2 

WituiaMs, Exrzas, Llanwrst, Denbigh, Farmer Portmadoc and Blaenau Fes- 
tiniog Pet 2 uly 28 Ord J ve € 

Woops, WILLIAM JAMES, Gt Titchfield st, Provision Dealer High Court Pet 
July 13 Ord July 26 
The following amended notice is substituted for that published in the 

London Gazette of July 24. 

SHACKLETON, CHARLES JAMES, Derby, Chemical Manufacturer Madeley Pet 

July7 Ord July 18 





FIRST MEETING 

AFFORD, CHARLES, Offord Darc ya ny Miller Aug 8 at1i Cross 
Keys, St Neots, Hunting onshire 

ALLEYNE, EDWARD WENTWORTH FISHER Henan, Enfield, Insurance Agent 
Aug7ati2 Bankruptcy bings, Lincoln’s in 

se gous POLLARD, Colne, Grocer Aug 9 at 2 Exchange Hotel, Nieholas 
8 urnley 

AYLWARD, RIcHARD, Northampton, Tailor Aug 9 at2 County Court, North- 


ampton 

Bowne, J AxEe, Tawastock, Devon, Farmer Aug 8at11 Sanders & Son, High 
st, Barnstaple 

BRENTNALL, ANNIE, Derby, Sicnteteens Aug 7 at3 Off Rec, St James’s 
chambers Derby 

BRIDGE, JOHN WiLLtAM, Manchester, no occupation Aug7ati1.30 Off Rec, 
Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

Brock. 2 Reeey J oun, Be Bedminster, out of business Augi10atd2 Off Rec, Bank 
¢e rs, Bris 

bogs, ILLIAM, Batley, Yorks, Tinner Aug7at3 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, 








Ca 


¢ ee 
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Pet 
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Ord 
Ord 
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BARTLETT, THOMAS, Melcombe Regis, Dorsetshire, Plumber Aug 9 at 3 Off ee Yard Orwang. Saeueine st, Piccaditty, no cccupation High Court 
CARPE a aly ABEL, Gt Oakley, Essex, Butcher Augi0atii1 Town- Baows. Om aa’ 50 Cawzay, Paar} Builders Ashton under Lyne and 


hall, ail Golchester 








CARE, gomey Portsea, Boatswain AugSat3 166, Queen st, Portsea 
HEN. c, Manchester, Cabinet Maker Aug 7 at 12 Off Rec, Ogden’s 
a “pridge st, Manchester 
CrRISPIN, peng ans Ivybridge, Devon, Carpenter Augi3at12 10, Athen- 
aim ter, mow 
Cuma ‘ “BICHARD, C Cleator Moor, Cumberland, Draper Aug 10 at12 67, Duke 
nee WinLiam, Neath, Glamorganshire, Boct Dealer Aug & at 12 Castle 
Davis. OF vee, SS Tetbury, Glos, Cabinet Maker Aug/7 at 3.30 King’s Arms Hotel, 
DEAL, Mae oy E, Baalbec rd, Highbury, Jeweller Aug 8 at 2.30 33, Carey st, 
Daan, James, V West Malling, Kent, Watchmaker Aug9at3 Off Rec, Week st, 
tone 
DENNIS, Ji ty Wb J compat, St Ive, Cornwall, Carpenter Aug9at 8 10, Athenzum 
DIGGLE, i, Joux, Carlisle, Fruiterer Aug 7 at 3.30, Off Ree, Fisher st, Carlisle 
EDWARD, JOHN EpWarps, Campbell Bow, Builder Aug 9 at12 Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’ s inn fields 
8, ROBERT RODEBICK, OWEN GRIFFITH and RICHARD JENKINS ELLIs, 
Aberystwith, Ironfounders Aug 9 at 11 Aberystwith 
FAvtEEEe,, SIZRED, Mare st, Hackney, Jeweller Aug7atii 33, Carey st, 
coln’s 
a | ae my James, Cheriton, Kent, Carrier Aug 9 at 11 73, Sandgate 
tO estone 
FLETCHER, F., address unknown Aug9ati1 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
FoaD, HENRY STEPHEN, Ramsgate, Fly Proprietor Aug 8 at 1.30 73, High st, 
FRASER, JAMES, Ramsgate, Tutor Aug Sat 1 72, High st, Ramsgate 
Gsnceee , JAMES, Cheltenham, Furniture Remover Aug 7 at 4.15 County 
Court, Cheltenham 
GLAZIER South rd, New Wimbledon, Carman Aug 8 at 12 16 Room, 
30 and 31, Bt Swithin’s lane 
Gurree. —. Carnarvon. Licenged Victualler Aug 10 at 4 Queen’s Head 
Husrer, ROBEST CHARLES, Meadow rd, New Kent rd, Public House Manager 
Aug 8atii 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
ARRISON, NANCY, Burnley, RS ad Dealer Aug 10 at 2.30. North Staf- 
ford Hotel, Stoke upon boy 
JENKINS, EVAN, Garth aesteg, Glamorganshire, General Dealer Aug 8 at 11 
Off Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 
Joungon, ARTHUR, Sheffie id, Builder Aug 14 at 2.80 Off Rec, Figtree lane, 
JoxES, ALFRED, Northampton, Currier Aug9at3 County court, Northampton 
vowErs, hy " ememeapitmeel Yorks, Milliner Aug7 at 4 Off Rec, Bank 
Lanna. West, Louth, Slater Aug 15 at12 Off Rec, 3, Haven st, Great 
rimsby 
Lewis, LEwis, Rhos bebyll, nr Pontardawe, Glamorganshire, Collier Aug 
10at3 Off ooo utland st, Swansea 
D, and LUDGER HENEF, Liverpool, Dealers in Fancy Goods 
Aug 14 at? 2 "Ott Ree, 35, Victoria st, Live: | 
Lopes, RatPH KEKEWICH, Goldmith’s bldgs, ‘Ter Hemple, Barrister Aug 7 at 2.30 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn 
Lusty, WILLIAM ey 7 st Lincoln's ian a ehouse, Timber ide at Aug 8 at 12 33, 
DCO. 
LyncH-BLOossB, EDWARD FAaLconEr, Aldershot, Lieutenant AugSati1 16 Room, 


30 and 31, St Swithin’s lane 
Mackay, ANGUS, Bristol, Draper Aug 10 at 12.30 Off Rec, Bank chbrs, Bristol 


aesnegate, 2 JAMES, New Sleaford, Barman Aug 9 at 12 Off Rec, 48, High st, 


rae... ~~ OHN, and JOHN PHItip Morris, Petersfield, Tailors Augi3at3 166, 
Queen st, Portsea 

am > hte Henry, Plymouth, Builder Aug iSatii 10, Athenzeum ter, 

Nurmart, WILLIAM Frost, Edith ter, West Brompton Ley ts General Aug 8& 
at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Linco! s inn 


PARKER, y 7 po me my on Artillery st, Spitalfields, Verman Aug 9 at lt 
ncoln’ 
PERK, _powaio Rome, Kingston on Hull, Steam Tug Owner Augi0at11 Off 
Ree, Tri D: ouse 
, STEPHEN HENRY, Shirley, Hampshire, Builler Augs at 11 Off Reo, 4, 
East st, Southampton 
Prritaw, ALFRED, Cen Conteal a st, St Luke’s, Metal Spinner Aug 9 at 12 33, Carey st, 


Lincoln’s inn 

PorrER, FREDERICK, Oldham, Licensed Victualler Aug 8 at 3 Off Rec, Priory 
chmbrs, Union st, Oldbam 

PuRKIS, WILLIAM Henry, Landport, Grocer Aug 8 at12 166, Queen st, Portsea 


Roprnson, WILLIAM GODFREY, York, Miller Aug10at12 Off Rec, York 


RossER, JOHN, Liansamlet, Glamorgan, Blacksmith Aug 9 at 11 Off Rec, 6, 
Rutland st, Swansea 
. JAMES, Ladbroke grove rd, Notting Hill, Boot Maker Aug8ati2 33, 
mer erey ois Lincoln’s inn 
Emity, Fenny Stratford, Buckingham, Confectioner Aug 9 at 4 
ma i Court, N orthampton 
eae ILLIAM FARRAN, Orsett, Essex, Farmer Aug 8 at 4 County Court, 


STEWART, A Margate, Tutor Aug8at3,15 53, High st, Margate 
TATTERSFIELD, JOSEPH, Mirfield, Yorks, Blanket Manufacturer Aug 8 at 3 
Dewsbury Incorporated Law Society, Bond st, Dewsbury 
u Ventnor, Dealer in Needlework Aug 8 at 3 St John’s chmbrs, 
entn 


Tra, a onAs, Aorsington. Timber Merchant Aug 8 at 2.30 Commercial Hotel, 
cKkDUIN I 
Wasagon, Jems, To orquay,Cabman AugSsatit Off Rec, 13, Bedford circus, 


Waneeam, SAMUEL, and Epwarp Haynes, Hyde, Cheshire, Hat Manufacturers, 
Pg hn 10 at 2.30 Off Rec, Ogden’s cashew Bridge st, Manchester 
WuiITE, <a pres Aug 10 at1 Off Rec, Bank climbrs, Bristol 
WuITEHEAD, W Southport, Basket Manufacturer Aug 14 at 12 
Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, ay 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
BARTLET®, Tuomas, Meloombe Regis, Dorset, Plumber Dorchester Pet July 
uly 


28 
BELLHOUSE, HENRY, WILLIAM ond RICHARD BELLHOUSE, 
et July 27 Ord July 27 


Henry BELLHO 
Engineers Leeds 2 a Ord J 
BRENTNALL, ANNIE, Derby, Schoolmistress Derby 
Seoce, Haver Jous, Bedminster, out of business Bristol Pet July 27 Ord 


Pet May 30 
Cane, Jou Southampton, tad, Medical Practitioner Southampton Pet June 2% 


Cuthahaue Sidon abe Pa cage Pet July 27 Ord July 27 


COLEGRA HILDEB: Hammersmith, Commercial 
ve Court Pet Jt Pay il i ped valy 2 - 

oon Ord July 35 , Nottingham, Yarn Nottingham Pet July 28 

CROWLEY, OHA: ERICK, Paternoster row, a dae Agent High 


uy BO, Pet Jut 14 rit Ord July 2 
Moor, Cumberland, Draper Whitehaven Pet July 


Ga aiy’ 
Daw, 5 Wats, , a Glamorganshire, Boot Dealer Neath Pet July 28 


Davis, AARON J and ELKIN Davis, Manchester, Pawnbrokers Manchester 
te: Ord July 36 
Wilzaan Hex , Chichester, Contractor Brighton Pet July2 Ord 


J 
Dasum, nN Josxra, St Ive, Cornwall, Carpenter East Stonehouse Pet July 
Dawson, GEORGE, Huddersfield, Hawker Huddersfield Pet July 28 Ord 


DIGGLE, JOHN, Carlisle, Fruiterer Carlisle Pet July 26 Ord July 26 
Farrizs, EDWIN Jou fasten pavement, Accountant High Oourt Pet 


April 10 My 4, 
FAULOGHER, LENE ooe, Sussex, Farmer Hastings PetJuly9 Ord July # 


a. Northampton, Oarriage Builder Northampton Pet July 26 


ord Jul 
Fan} WICK, Manta, Winchester, Dealer in Fancy Goods Winchester Pet 


19 — Ky 4 
CK JAMES, Cheriton, Kent, Carrier Oanterbury Pet July 25 


Ord Jul 38 
Ganpxen, Jakes, Cheltenham, Furniture Remover Cheltenham Pet July 2% 
GLrw, JOsEPH CHAPMAN, and FREDERICK THOMAS GLEW, Museum st, Oxford st, 


Hart, WILLIAM, Court Pot July 6 ot LS vemnes Dale High 
Court Pet sees Ora de Fayiaee 


, JOHN, Colne, Lancs, Plasterer Burnley PetJuly 18 Ord July 26 
JAMES, comm, Onneley, Staffs, Butcher Nantwichand Crewe Pet July 27 Ord 
JOWETT?, OPMTA, Heckmondwike, Yorks, Milliner Dewsbury Pet July 25 Ord 
LEwIs. y A bebyll, nr Pontardawe, Glamorganshire, Collier Neath 
Bet July 2 Pod Fale ot i _ 
a O ie Winnall Allensmore, Hereford,Farmer Hereford PetJuly 

re 

wy ~ 3 =~ Birchiagton, Keat, Butcher Oauterbury Pet 


CHARLES 
"ha 28 Ord July 
Marust, ERICE, High st, Wandsworth, Draper Wandsworth PetJuly 18 


MICHELL, J ty East Stonehouse, Devon, Draper East Stonehouse Pet June 


23 Ord 
Mowtariay » Guonce, me Gipey hill, Sydenham, Tobacco Manufacturer High Court 
e' 
onag, am, and Jou PunLP Mornzis, Petersfield, Tailors Portsmouth Pet 
u 
OLIVE, J cum, 8t Peter's, Kent, Painter Canterbury Pet July 27 Ord July 2s 
Pancumen, Jum CHARLES, Sunderland, Pie Maker Sunderland Pet July 19 
Minaaner, Liverpool, Jeweller Liverpool Pet July 3 Ord July 26 
ee daly a Heney, Landport, Grocer Portsmouth PetJuly2% Ord 
RALPu, RY, Worthing, Butcher Brighton Pet July 2 Ord July 23 
Roprnson, WILLIAM GODFREY, York, Miller York Pet July 28 Ord July 28 
Ross, ALFRED, Liverpool, Accountant Liverpool Pet May 31 Ord July 25 
Rowrgss, 5 mea Merthyr Tydfil, Sculptor Merthyr Tydfil Pet July 27 Ord 


Scraaa, ton under Lyne, Cotton Spinner Ashton under Lyne and 
Stalybrida: Ser June1 Ord a caly 24 
SHACKLETON, JaMES, Derby, Ohemical Manufacturer Madeley Pet 
June 2 Ord J 


HERBERT, at oad Tea Merchant High Court Pet June22 Ord 
SuELa ENS, JAMES WILLING, Winchester, Farmer Winchester Pet July 10 Ord 


27 
SrEADMAN, GrorGE, Sheffield, Botanist Sheffield Pet July 23 Ord July 26 
STrewakT, Henry, Newcastle on Tyne, Provisi n Merchant Neweastle on Tyne 
Pet July il Ord July 25 
SUNDERLAND. Fax, Birmingham, Pork Batcher Bi-miagham Pet July 19 
ui 
Viney, FREDERICK JOHN, Maidenhzad, Oilman Wiadsor Pet July 28 Ord 
Wasnt | ~ HENRY, Folkestone, Schoolmaster Canterbury Pet July 27 
WALDRON, JOHN, Torquay, Cabman Exeter Pet July 25 Ord July 26 
WILLI pie, Baxae, Liens wst, Denbighshire, Farmer Portmadoc and Blaenau 
Festiniog ou “or a7 Onn ye as 


YOounG, FRAncis EDWARD, Saabs eene, Promoter of Public Com >anies 
High Court Pet Mari9 Ord July 27 


The following amended notice is substituted for that published in the 
Gazette of May 11. “ 


Jo JossrH, and THoMas OCHESWORT: iH, Neston, Oheshire, Auctioneers 
aes Pet Mar27 Ord May 4 ™~ 


UPTOY ANNULLED. 
STRATFORD, HENRY Ven INGFIELD, Fauna Muryyn WINGFIELD 
grea GepAtrons, Brandon st, Bermondsey Court AdjudJunei7 Annul 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS, 
- BIRTH. 
Lzacu.—July 27, at 3i, Elm . 
y a Bt Park- gardens, 8.W., the wife of Arthur F, Leach, 
DEATH, 





) Ganz.—July 27, at Clapton, William Lawe Gane, solicitor, aged 56. 
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SALES OF ENSUING WEEK | 
—Messrs. FAREBROTHER, ELLIS, CLARK, & Co., at a. at 2 p.m., 


A 
Feochold and Leasehold Residences and Grousd Lease ( 


— 
azes (see advertisement, July 21. p. 4) 


Avg. 9.— Messrs. HUMBERT, Son, & FLmnt, at Watford, at 3p.m, Building Land 


(see advertisement, July 28, p. 


Ang. 10.-- Mesars. BAKER & Sons, “A the Mart, at 3° .m., Freehold and Leasehold 


Properties (see advertisements, this week, p. 670 


28. 
Aas. _ Epwin Fox & BOvsFIELD, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Revisionary 
orte’ 


see advertisement, 
Mines ROYAL . 
SOLICITOR’s OFFICE .. 


REVIEWS 
CORRESPONDENCE -«.-- « 


UURRENT TOPICS. coces cone coee- - 
THE REPORT ON THE eeqpenneneed Y he 


CONTENTS. 


Law STuDENTSs’ JOURNAL 
LEGAL NEWS ... . 
CouRT PAPERS.. -- 
WINDING-UP Noric 
CREDITORS’ NOTICES .- 
BANERUPTCY NOTICES .. 








Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the Journal with regularity 
in the Country, it is requested that application be made direct to the | 


Publisher. 


eS 


The Subscription to the Soxrcrrors’ Journan te—Town, 268. 6d, ; 
Country, 288. 6d. ; withthe Weexty Reporter, 53s, 
vance includes Double Numbers and Postage. 


Payment in ade | 
Subscribers can have 


their Volumes bound at the office—cloth, 28. 6d., half law calf, 5s. wher f 








FIRE!! BURGLARS!! 


JOHN 


“ANCHOR RELIANCE” 


SA FES 
FOR JEWELLERY, PLATE, DEEDS, BOOKS, &. 


SOLICITORS’ DEED BOXES, 








TANN’S 


IRE RESISTING SAFES, £4 10s., £5 5s.,and £8 5s | 





LISTS FREE. 


11, NEWGATE ST., LONDON, E.C. 


Telephone No. 1,669. Telegeapie — a ee | 
London. or 


.”’—Sales the Year 1 

MW 885. "BAKER & SONS ooo to an- 
nounce that their SALES of LANDED ES- 
TATES, Investments, Town, Suburban, and Country 
omens Business Premises, Building Land, Ground 
be held at the Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C. 


} = Ran _ 

Friday, A7g10 | Friday, Sept 21 | Friday, Nov 16 

Friday, Aug 24 | Friday, Oct 12 Friday, Nov 30 

Friday, Sept 7 Friday, Oct 26 Friday, Dec 14 
Auctions can be held on days besides those above 

specified. —No. ll, Queen Victoria-street, E.O. 
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PR at ye 8 CAUSEWAY AND BRIXTON. 

direction of the Executors of the late Mrs. Sarah 

"phil s.—Excellent Freehold Investment and two 

sehold Residences, ; 
1 ESSRS. BAKER & SONS will SELL bv 
AUCTION at Loy MART, E.C., on FRIDAY, 
AUG. 10, at TWO, in Three ts, the following 
FREEHOLD and LEASEHOLD PROPERTIES: 

Lot 1. The valuable Freehold Shop and Dwelling 
House, No. 87, Mebane situate midway 
between St. 'Geor Church and the Elephant 
and Castle, comprisiv bs an extensive shop nearly 60ft. 
in depth, with two floors above, yard, workshops, 
and outbuildings, covering an area of 1,750ft. super- 
ficial. in the occupation of Mr. Raymond, at the low 
rental of £54 per annum, on a tenancy expiring at 
Christmas next, and well worth £100 per annum. 

Lot 2. The substantially-built detached Residence 
known as LS i - 
borough-road, Brixton, containing three reception 
rooms, five bed 100ms, 6nd oflices, with large Jawn 
and pleasure garden. Until recently occupied by 
the late Mrs, P s,and of the rental value of £70 
perannum. Leasehold for an unexpired term of 16 
years, at a low ground-rent 

Lot 38. The conveniently Tough Residence, 
Bieentingten Cottage, No. 115, Lo borough-road, 
contain two reception rooms, four bed rooms, 
with stabli anda large garden. Let ona yearly 
tenancy at £5210s. per annum. Unexpired term 16 
years, at a nominal ground-rent f £5 per annum. 

Particulars of Messrs. Fielder & Sumner, Solicitors, 
3. Godjiman-street, E.C.. and of the Auctioneers, 11, 
Queen Victoria-street, E.C, 

HEMEL HEMPSTEAD, GORDON " SQUARE, 

100 ROAD. HAYMARKET, and WATER- 


the Estate of the late W. E. Luxmoore, Esq. 
WR. ROBERISON and Mr. N. W. 


ROBINSON beg to 
Matter having been placed into the Court of Chan- 


is postponed until further 


a Offices, 3, Church-street, Sogherwell- 
green, and 66, Marlowes, Hemel ] Hempst 


{URNISHED OFFICE loomiatabie and 
PI 5 ment fy first floor; close to Law Courts and 
: attendance given ; terms 4 low; 

os rupulousiy clean ; wn enteel street 
fu bers.—Apply to Hatield aes 


=o _ ssanagumnent). 19, Salisbury - street, 


| 


eversions, Shares, and other Pro erties, will | 


borough Lodge, No. 110, Lough- | 


| ee 


announce that, this | 


| situate an 
Nasr, the 8. gt, — for WEDNESDAY /' 
inst., 


EDE AND SON, 
ROBE MAKERS, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


To Pgs i Majesty, th 
n 


the Judicial ch, Corporation of London, &c 


ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. | 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law Wigs and Gowns for Town Clerks, 
- and Clerks iy = 


CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY AND CLERGY GOWNS. 


ESTABLISHED 1689. 
94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 





WATFORD, HERTS. 
ry anes SON, & FLINT 
tructed to SELL by AUCTION, 
in a MARQUEE on the LAND, on THURSD AY 
NEXT, at THREE o'clock precisely, about 
70 ACRES of unquestionably the most NG LAND tn 
well-timbered, and choicest BUILDING LAND in 
tkis popular and healthy Residential ity, dis- 
tinguished as Nascot Wood. It is situate about 15 | 
minutes’ walk from the important Junction Station | 
on the L. & N. W. R., with extensive frontages to the 
main road from London to Birmingham, and adjacent | 
to the favourite residential district of t Bt. Andrew's, | 
while the town of Watford aud Cassiob Park are | 
about a mile distant. The exceptional position which 
the estate enjoys renders it peculiarly adapted for the 
erection of those superior residences which are so 
much sought for in the neighbourhood, and with a 
view to meet this demand it will be offered in areas 
of from one to three acres, to suit the requirements 
of purchasers. Many of the lots will embrace the | 
charm of a portion of the luxuriant woodlands and | 
plantations which adorn the estate, and the whole is 
effectually sheltered from the north and east by well. | 
grown forest timber, consequently it possesses attrac- 
tions not obtainable at all on pr = ioe in the neigh- 
bourhood. The land slopes gradually towards the 
south, and views of great natural beauty are obtained 
over the magnificently-timbered domain of Cassio- 
bury Park, which practically forms its southern 
bcunda’ The estate, owing to the exceptional 
railway facilities, i is but half an hour's journey from 
town. Gas and water are in immediate proximity, 
and the soil is gravel on a chalk subsoil. The land | 
will be sold free of tithes and Jand tax. Plans of the 


intended laying out of the estate can be inspected at | 


the Offices of the Auctioneers. | 
All information may be obtained on application to | 
ths Auctioneers. Particulars and conditions of sale 
can be had at the Mastoes Hotels in the neighbour- 
hood; of Messrs. We: & Wha 
Agents, ‘Aaptionsem, and Sur- 


and of 


Son, & Flint, Lan d 


veyors, Watford, Herts, and Lincoln's - inn - fields | 


(corner of Serle-street), London, W.c. 


CHELSEA, 
Freehold Ground-rents, Dwellin 
Stabling, offering to trustees -- Si 
= of a sound and improving cha : 
YEO. GOULDSMITd, SUN, "eC CO. will 
SELL by AUCTION, iat the MART. Token- 
house-yard, E.C, : on LA wet RSDAY, AUGUST 9th, 
at TWO o'cloc ay in convenient Lots, 
valuable FRESHOLD GROUND-RE ENTS, amount- 
ing to £185 annum, amply sec on 45 houses, 
beiug Nos. 1 to 27 inch eel Strewan- 
square, end 2 to 36 (even numbers), Milman’s street, | 
King’s-road, Chelsea, with rever: ons in 84 years to 
the rack-rentals of the property, estimated at £1,700 





-houses, and 
— invest- 


| per annum. Also four Freehold Dwelling-houses, 


sitvate Nos. 43, 45, 47, and 49, Milman’s-street ; aud 


|} 10 Cottages and extensive Stabling at the rear, known 
| as Ann’s-place, producing, with we estimated value 
| of 47 and 49, Mi:man’s-street (in hand), rentals 


iso other | 


amounting to £250 per annum. 

Particulars and conditions of sale can be had of 
Messrs, Pemberton, Solicitors, No. 44, Lin- | 
coln’s-inn-fields, W.C.; at the Mart; and of the | 
Auctioneers, 2, Pont-street, Belgrave-equare, 8.W. 


e Lord Chancellor, the hay of 


, Solicitors, 17, | 
essrs. Humbert, 


| (upless previo 
| Tow.rs, containing ten bed and 


London Gazette. | 


Advertisements can be received at these Offices - 
for the current Gazette without Expedition Fees 
until 1.15 p.m. on 4 

Mondays and Thursdays. 


COVERNMENT EXPEDITION FEES 
(ON LATE ADVERTISEMENTS). 
Mondays and Thursdays ... to 4.15 p.m. 66, 
Tecetare and Fridays .. y 11.15 a.m, 108, 

° *” 7 ” 1.15 p.m. 208, 


REYNELL & SON, 
** London Gesette ne Soneras Advertising : 
44, CHANCERY ‘LANE, W.C. 
(Opposite Lincoln's Inn Gateway). 
ESTABLISHED BY THE LATE GEO. REYNELL IN 1812, | 











SALES BY AUCTION FOR THE YEAR 1 
ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, | 
FARMER, & BRIDGEWATER beg to announes 
that their SALES of LANDED ESTATES, Investments, | 
Town, Suburban, and Country Houses, Business Premi " 
Building Land, Ground-rents, Advowsons, Reversions, © 
Stocks, Shares, and other Properties, will be held at the 


| Auction Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, near the Bank of Enge = 


land, in the City “f London, as follows — 
Tues., Aug7 
Tues., Aug 14 Tues., Oct 9 

Tues., Aug 21 Tues., Oct 23 


Auctions can also be held on othor days. 
insure proper publicity, due notice should 
The period between yd notice and the pro 
tion must d upon the nature of the | z, 

go to be sold. 4 printed scale of terms can be | 
ad Ey ha s@pcenasane or will be forwarded. ee 


No. 1 

VI ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, 
4 FARMER, & BRIDGEWATER’S LIST of 
ESTATES and HOUSES to be SOLD or LET, inclading > 
Landed Estates, Town and Country Residences, co : 
and Shooting Quarters, Farms, Ground Rents, Rens” 
Charges, House Property and Investments generally, 4 
published on the first day of each month, and may be” 
obtained, free of charge, at their offices, 80, Cheapside, — 
= C., or will be sent by rost in return for three stamps.— 7 

‘articulars for insertica should be received not later 4 

os days previous to ‘the oud of the preceding month, > 


SUNNINGDALE, SURREY. 

To Builders acd Speculators. —A Freehold Residensiil 
with stabling aud grounds of about four acres, on 
the high road to Bagshot, one mile from the rail- 
way station, at an ew low upset price, by 
direction of the Mort , 

ES FO STER respectfully an nounce 
for SALE by AUCTION, at the MART 

Tokenhouse-yard, Lothbury, on W EDNE: SDAY, 4 

15th AUGUDT, at y te TWO o rs t,. pre 

fn 

FREEHOLD witty ‘Cb, " 

dressing rooms, 

roum, four reception rooms, and good se! 

offices; stabling for five horses, with men’s rooms) 

over, and grounds of about four acres. This propel 

has unoccupied for some years, and a 

outlay will be required before occupation; to insure 

a sale it will now be offered at an upset ‘peice only © 

slightly in excess of the value of the 
Particulars and plans may be had of po Ay Ford, : 

Lloyd, Bartlett, & Michelmore, Solicitors, 4, Bloom* 

bury-square, W.C.; and of Messrs. Foster, 54, Palle | 


Tues., Nov6 
Tues., ; Nov 20 
Tues, , Dec 11 


In ore ; 
be Y 


Tues., Aug 28 











veniently: plann: 





kK. B. A. REEVES, LAND AGENT and 
SURV ero) OR LONSDALE CHAMBERS, #7, 
CHANCER Fg ee to conduct Sales ot 
Freehold — Comgetioid Properties by Auction on 
moderated terms. The Management of Property 


Collection of Rents undertaken. 

Ona: in BEDFORD. ROW. —Groesll 
floor (four good rooms and strong room).— = 

| Apply to E, BROMLEY, 43, Bedford-row, London, ry 


—<- 











